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CURRENT TOPICS. 





We remarked last week on the unexpectedly small number of 
registration appeals which appeared in the cause list of the 
Queen’s Bench Division. Since the list was printed there have 
been numerous additions, and the appeals actually set down, we 
believe, number over thirty-five. Only one court is sitting to 
hear registration appeals, and there seems little reason to doubt 
that it will be able to deal with all of them in reasonable time ; but 
it may be well to point out that if the business should turn out to 
require it, more courts than one may sit, it being enacted by 
section 30, sub-section (c.), of the Redistribution of Seats Act, 
1885, that ‘forthwith after the fourth day of Michaelmas 
Sittings a court or courts shall sit for the purpose of hearing such 
appeals, and those appeals shall be heard and determined continu- 
ously and without delay.” The constitution of one court, how- 
ever, appears to have been determined on in order to prevent the 
obvious inconvenience of two courts deciding the same point in 
different ways at the same time, and it has never been the practice, 
since the constitution of registration appeals in 1843, for more 
than one court to sit. Before a further appeal to the Court of 
Appeal was allowed by section 14 of the Judicature Act, 1881, the 
court would review any previous decision when shown to be 
erroneous (Webster v. Ashton-under-Lyne Overseers, L. R. 8 
C. P. 306); but since 1881 the practice is for the High Court to 
adhere to former decisions, however erroneous, leaving its judg- 
ments to be corrected by the Court of Appeal, on the ground, as 
it was put by Lord Corxniper, C.J., in the celebrated case of Ford 
v. Hoar, that “in registration cases it is far more important that 
the decisions should be all one way than how they should be 
decided.” 





Tae Covert or Arrgat overruled on Tuesday a rather extra- 
ordinary ruling of a taxing master upon the Remuneration Order. 
As we all know, it was held in Stanford v. Roberts (28 Soticrrors’ 
JourNnAL, 304, 32 W. R. 404) that the scale applies to all convey- 
ancing, whether in an action or not. The question in the recent 
case was as to the conveyancing in a partition action in which the 
estate was ordered to be sold, the conduct of the sale being 
given to the plaintiff. The plaintiff’s solicitors claimed re- 
muneration as vendor’s solicitors under Part I. of Schedule I., and 
the taxing master allowed their costs accordingly. The defendants’ 
solicitors claimed the costs of perusing and procuring execution by 
the defendants of the conveyances to the purchasers. The taxing 
master refused to allow these costs, on the ground that as the 
plaintiff and defendants were tenants in common, and all of them 
vendors, they should have employed only one solicitor, and were 
entitled to only one scale charge. The Court of Appeal held that 
the business in respect of which the defendants’ costs were claimed 
was, in the words of the Order, ‘“business, the remuneration for 
which is not hereinbefore, or in Schedule I. hereto, prescribed,” and 
that therefore the defendants’ solicitors were entitled to be paid 
according to the old system, as altered by Schedule II. Considering 
that, before the Remuneration Order, the defendants’ costs would 
have been allowed as a matter of course, the decision of the taxing 
master must have rested on the assumption that the Order was not 
only intended to apply to conveyancing in an action, but also to 





alter the established rules as to allowance of costs in actions. | 
There is not a word in the Order to show that this was intended. | 


Revenue Act, 1885, is likely to attract a good deal of attention in 
the future. By way of ‘‘ compensation to the revenue” for the loss 
of death duty on property belonging to bodies corporate or unin- 
corporate, the Act imposes a duty of five per cent. per annum on 
the annual value, income, or profits accruing to any such body 
from any property which may have belonged to it during any 
yearly period ending on the 5th of April; and the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue, who are now engaged in obtaining returns for 
the purpose of assessment, appear to be inclined to claim for the 
Act a very wide range indeed. It is obvious that serious questions 
may arise as to what bodies are included in the somewhat contra- 
dictory expression ‘‘ body unincorporate.” By virtue of section 12 
of the Act, this term is to include “‘ every unincorporated company, 
fellowship, society, association, and trustee, or number of trustees, to 
or in whom respectively any real or personal property shall belong 
in such manner, or be vested upon such permanent trusts, that the 
same shall not be liable to legacy duty or succession duty”; and 
the terms of this definition are wide enough to include every club 
—-social, political, or athletic—every law society, and every dis- 
cussion society established in any part of the country. There are, 
indeed, exemptions in favour of property legally appropriated to 
public, religious, or charitable purposes, or for the promotion of 
education, literature, science, or the fine arts; in favour of 
friendly societies or savings banks ; in favour of trading bodies, and 
in divers other respects. But questions of great importance may 
be raised upon most of the exemptions. What, for instance, is the 
position of a body which combines educations] work with the 
defence of a trade or profession? How far may a social club 
possessed of a large stock of wines, spirits, provisions, plate, glass, 
china, &c., for catering purposes, claim exemption for this property 
as being the property of a body established for a trade or business ? 
And what is included in the exemption of “‘ property acquired by 
or with funds voluntarily contributed to any body corporate or 
unincorporate within a period of thirty years immediately pre- 
ceding’? Does this include all property acquired by any body in 
any manner within the thirty years, or only (as the context seems 
to show) property acquired ‘‘ by or with” funds contributed within 
that period? And if so, in the case of some of the larger clubs, 
may not the present stock of wines, the greater part of the library, 
and most of the furniture be taken to be exempt from taxation as 
having been acquired ‘‘ by or with” the entrance fees and sub- 
scriptions for thirty years’ past? Further questions may be raised 
as to the meaning of “annual value,” as to what “‘ necessary 
outgoings’? may be deducted, and on other points not less 
important. It is not to be wondered at that many of the London 
clubs and corporations are combining with a view te determining 
and contesting the questions which have arisen. 





We piscvssep last week the question when the General Election 
might be expected to take place, or rather at what interval after 
the dissolution of Parliament, and pointed out that the modern 
practice had been toissue the writs immediately upon the dissolu- 
tion, whereupon, by virtue of the Ballot Act, the elections would 
take place not later than the ninth day after the receipt of the 
writ in counties, and not later than the fourth day in boroughs. 
But the Ballot Act is silent as to the date of the meeting of 
Parliament, which is, of course, a different thing from the date of 
the election, and not within its scope. This date is provided for 
by 15 & 16 Vict. co. 23, which provides that the time to be 
appointed by proclamation for the first meeting of Parliament after 


All it does is to substitute, in the case of conveyancing in an action, | a dissolution thereof ‘may be any time not less than thirty-five 


one mode of remuneration for another. 








Tax NEw aX on immortality created by the Customs and Inland | 


days after the date of such proclamation,” the Act of 5 Anne, 


| o. 8, orthe Act of 7 & 8 Will. 3, o. 25, or any other “ law or usage 


to the contrary notwithstanding.” The statutes referred to are on 
this wise. By 7 & 8 Will. 3, 0 25, it was provided, exactly 
I 








2 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Oct. 3%, 1886. 








following Magna Charta, that when any new Parliament shall 
be summoned, “there shall be forty days at least between the 
teste and returns of the writ of summons, and, also, that the Lord 
Chancellor “shall issue out the writs with as much expedition as 
the same may be done,”’ an enactment which is not only not 
expressly repealed, but is omitted from the very numerous list of 
Acts repealed by the Ballot Act. By 5 Anne, c. 8 (6 Anne, c. 11 
in the Revised Statutes), the Act of Union, the forty days was 
extended to fifty, out of consideration for the Scotch. The exten- 
“sion had regard to the first meeting after the Union only, and that 
part of the 22nd article: of the Union which enjoined it was 
repealed as spent by the Statute Law Revision Act of 1867; but 
until the passing of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 23, it had been usual to 
allow the fifty days (May’s Parliamentary Practice, 9th ed., p. 46). 
It-appears, however, that the time of thirty-five days between the 
proclamation and the meeting of the new Parliament has not 
always been observed. In 1880 the dissolution was on the 24th 
of March, and the first méeting of the new Parliament was fixed 
for the 29th of April, thus allowing exactly thirty-five days; 
and in 1874 the dissolution was on the 26th of January, and the 
meeting on the 5th of March (thus allowing thirty-six days). 
But in. 1868 the dissolution was upon the 11th of November, and 
the first meeting of the new Parliament was summoned for the 
10th of December, thus allowing thirty days orly. What- 
ever may be the modern practice upon the subject, the Act 
15 & 16 Vict. c. 23 is not expressly repealed, and the Ballot Act, 
the only statute which might be thought to impliedly repeal it, is 
only concerned with the holding of elections and the returns of 
writs, and has nothing to do with the date of the meeting of a 
Parliament. Consequently, if Parliament be dissolved as late as 
the 18th of November—the date understood to be now fixed—the 
24th of December would be the earliest legal day for meeting. If 
e0, the meeting of the new Parliament cannot practically take place 
till after the new year. 

The farther question, how far 7 & 8 Will. 3, c. 25, fixing forty 
days as the minimum period between the ¢esfe and returns of the 
writs, and 15 & 16 Vict. c. 23, fixing thirty-five days as the 
minimum period between the date of the proclamation of dissolution 
and the meeting of Parliament, can be read together, is a very 
difficult one. The second Act deals with the first as if the meet- 
ing of Parliament and return of the writs were the same thing, 
whereas they are different. Inasmuch, however, as the meeting of 
Parliament cannot take place till the writs have been returned, we 
think that the date for the return of the writs has been abridged to 
at least thirty-five days. But it is impossible not to see that the 
statutes on the subject are, in a certain sense, contradictory. 








Tae vrepict of the jury on the second trial of the Brighton 
bigamy case was, beyond all reasonable doubt, justified by the new 
evidence adduced, and the failure to produce Mrs. Campsert and 
her books; and we do not imagine that many persons can have 
entertained much doubt as to which way the balance of the evid- 
ence given at the former trial inclined. There was, therefore, we 
may, perhaps, be permitted to remark, the less need for the some- 
what strong line taken by Mr. Justice Fiery at the trial of the 
case. No exception, however, can be taken to his direction to the 
jury that “‘ as human testimony was liable to err, and as it was im- 
possible to decide between two respectable and well-informed 
people who swore to two contradictory things, they must look at 
the surrounding inferences before judging which was truth.” 
That is, as we have before pointed out, the only real mode of test- 
ing cases A disputed identity ; the question of the truthfulness or 
, Mility of the witnesses is of little importance, seeing how 

the most truthful and respectable witness is to be deceived 
om such 2 matter os identity. 


Mz. Justice Denman, Mr. Justice Vidld, and Mr. Justice Day have 
teen nominate’ the judges tor the trial A election petitions the 
wet twelve month. 

Om Momiiag Vast the thlowing days were fizeA tor the commencement of 
the tittings A the Central © Court :-—Movember 16, December 14, 
summary 11, 14, Vdoreary 4, March 4, April 5, May 4, May 41, June 
Bh, hug 4, teypemibe: 14, and OA D, 


PROFESSIONAL PRIVILEGE. 


‘Waar a solicitor is privileged from disclosing,” said Lord Justice 
James in Ex parte Campbell (18 W. R. 1056, L. R 5 Ch., at p. 
705), ‘‘is that which is communicated to him sub sigillo con- 
Sessionis—that is to say, some fact which the client communicates 
to the solicitor for the purpose of obtaining the solicitor’s profes- 
sional advice and assistance. But a solicitor’s knowledge 
of his client’s residence, even though he knows it simply in con- 
sequence of the professional business in which he has been acting 
for him, is not on that ground alone a matter of confession, so as 
to be in the nature of a privileged or confidential communication.” 
The point decided in that case was, not that such matters as the 
client’s residence may not be the subject of privilege, but that, in 
order to obtain privilege for a collateral fact, which a solicitor 
might have known without anything like professional confidence, 
it is not enough for the solicitor to state that he knows the fact 
only in consequence of his professional employment. The decision 
in this respect seems to be on all fours with the observations of 
Parke, B., in Dwyer v. Collins (7 Ex. 639), where that learned 
judge said that, ‘‘the relation of attorney and client prevents the 
former from disclosing any communication made to him in the 
ordinary course of his business, and on the faith of the confidence 
which the client reposes in his legal adviser; but the privilege does 
not extend to matters of fact which the attorney knows by any 
other means than confidential communication with his client, 
though, if he had not been employed as an attorney, he probably 
would not have known of them.” 

This principle was applied by the Court of Appeal on Wednesday, 
in Bursill y. Tanner, to the refusal of a solicitor to give the names 
and addresses of the trustees of a marriage settlement which he 
held as solicitor to the trustees. The information sought was 
probably, in fact obtained by the solicitor when preparing the 
marriage settlement. He had ceased to act for the defendant in 
the action, and the information might have been obtained from 
her. Nevertheless the solicitor was held bound to give the infor- 
mation required. The trustees, said the Master of the Rolls, were 
named in the deed, but who they were was a fact dehors the 
deed, and might have come to the solicitor’s knowledge by other 
means. The result of the decisions seems to be that, where the 
fact which the solicitor is called upon to disclose is one which 
he might have obtained otherwise than by confidential commu- 
nication of his client, in order to escape disclosing the fact he 
must state on affidavit that the fact was communicated to him 
confidentially by his client. But since in the recent case the 
trustees of the deed were the clients of the solicitor, he could not 
have made the necessary affidavit without disclosing the very fact 
which he was asked—viz., the names of the trustees. 

The more important point decided in the recent case was with 
regard to the right of a solicitor who holds a deed on behalf of a 
client to refuse to produce it on a subpana addressed to himself. 
In the recent case, Mr. Freshfield was called upon to produce the 
marriage settlement which his firm held as solicitors of the 
trustees under the circumstances above mentioned. He declined 
to do so on the ground of privilege as a solicitor, but the 
court laid it down that, since the clients could not have refused to 
produce the deed, the solicitor could not refuse to produce it. We 
must assume, although the point is not mentioned in the report 
of the judgment which we reprint elsewhere, that this doctrine is 
limited to cases where the solicitor has not obtained possession of 
the deed confidentially as solicitor, but merely holdsit, as a matter 
of convenience, on behalf of the client. But even when so limited, 
the decision is, we think, a surprise, and the doctrine that a solicitor 
| be made personally to pay all the costs, both of first hearing 
and appeals, occasioned by an act admittedly done in good faith 
and, as the Master of the Rolls said, from conscientious motives, is 
very startling. We postpone further comment however until we 
receive a full report of the case. 
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EFFECT OF DISCRETION TO TRUSTEES 
TO RETAIN INVESTMENTS HELD BY 
THE TESTATOR. 


Tue decision in Jn re Morris, Bucknill v. Morris (33 W. RB. 
445), affords a useful, and so far as we know, novel, warning to 
trustees to whom a discretion is given to retain investments held 
by a testator. But, before we discuss the case, it may be well to 
review the rules which have been’ laid down with regard to the 
exercise of such a discretion. The tendency of the decisions for 
several years past has been to give it a very wide scope. The 
view taken by the judges was expressed by James, L.J., in Jn re 
Norrington (L. R. 13 Ch. D., at p. 664), as follows :—‘ The tes- 
tator in this case has given to his trustees power to judge for 
themselves. They were to do what they thought best. The 
testator had invested his money as he thought best, and he had 
invested it in certain securities because he thought well of them. 
And he says, in plain language, ‘I have acted thus in the exercise 
of my discretion. My executors are to have the same discretion.’ ” 
And it was accordingly held in that case, that although the 
executors and trustees, in pursuance of a provision in the will 
enabling them “in their free discretion’ to postpone for such 
period as they should think fit the sale and conversion directed by 
the will, retained shares in an unlimited banking company for nine 
years after the testator’s death, they were not liable for loss 
occasioned by the insolvency of the company. Im the same case 
it appeared that the trustees had also retained Egyptian bonds for 
six years after the testator’s death, and had then sold them at a 
considerable loss, and both Bacon, V.C., and the Court of Appeal 
treated the retention and sale of the bonds as proper. The learned 
Vice-Chancellor said (p. 660), ‘‘ At the testator’s death [in 1870] 
these Egyptian bonds, questionable securities at all times, were 
worth about £80. They underwent great depreciation up to 1877 ; 
they were diminishing, and continued to diminish in value; they 
were in a falling market. Could, then, there be anything 
more discreet on the part of these trustees, who had that discretion 
to exercise, than to say, ‘ We will run no risk about this any 
longer, it is bad enough as it is; it is likely to become worse, and 
we will turn them into money now’? Where is the breach 
of trust? Where is the impropriety? Where is the erroneous 
exercise of the discretion?” It was contended before the 
Court of Appeal that the trustees had really exercised no 
discretion as to these bonds during the six years, but that 
court refused to hold the trustees accountable for the loss 
occasioned by their retention. Again in Fraser v. Murdoch 
(30 W. R. 162, L. R. 6 App. Cas. 855), trustees who were em- 
powered to ‘‘continue to hold any or all of such shares and 
stocks”? as might belong to a testatrix at herdeath, ‘‘ should they 
consider it advisable or expedient to do so,’’ retained stock held by 
the testatrix in an unlimited bank for nearly three years, until the 
bank became insolvent, and the House of Lords held that the trustees 
were justified in doing so. It follows from these decisions that where 
trustees have a discretion to retain investments held by the testator, 
the mere fact that such investments are of a speculative character, or 
of such a character as to involve risk of loss to the estate, is no reason 
for holding that it is the duty of the trustees to sell them. 

In Fraser v. Murdoch the trustees had at first stated it to be 
their view that bank stock was not a suitable class of stock for 
trustees to hold, but subsequently, after consultation with the 
person beneficially entitled for life to-a trust legacy, decided to 
set a and hold as part of the capital of such legacy, part of 
the bank stock held by the testatrix. It was contended that these 

roceedings showed that they had “abdicated their discretion.” 

ut the House of Lords refused to assent to this contention. Lord 
Selborne said (p. 864): ‘‘ When the truster [7.¢., the testatrix ] had 
expressly authorized the retention, for the purposes of the trust, 
which she created, of these investments made by herself, of which 
some were to her knowledge of a character not from risk, and 
were at the same time productive of a variable amount of income, 
these facts alone could not make it a breach of trust for the trustees 
to act upon that authority, although their own preference might 
have been for securities unattended with any msk. The truster 
did not, indeed, direct them to take into consideration the 
wishes or tho opinions of the life-renters, but I think it 
was proper and reasonable for thom to do so, as long as they | 





did not unduly favour the life-renters at the expense of 
their children, or either set of legatees at the expense of the other” 
(see also the judgments of Lord Blackburn, at p. 867, and of Lord 
Watson, at p. 878). It appears, therefore, that the additional fact 
that trustees having a discretion to retain any investments held by 
a testatrix, although themselves preferring to retsin investments 
free from risk, haveafterconsultation with a person beneficially inter- 
ested for life only, decided to retain an investment in an un- 
limited company, will not render their conduct a breach of tiust. _ 

The judgments in Fraser v. Murdoch, indeed, show that the only 
condition imposed by the courts upon the exercise by trustees of a 
discretion to retain investments is that it sball be “‘ honestly exer- 
cised,” and what is meant by an honest exercise of such a discretion 
is (setting aside fraud or corrupt motives on the part of the trustee) 
explained by Lord Selborne, as follows (p. 864) :—“ In this case I 
find no indication of any impr-per purpose. It is true that some 
risk was necessarily incident to every such investment in bank 
stock, but there was no special rea-on for believing that this par- 
ticular investment in stock of tLe City of Glasgow Bank was 
attended with any extraordinary risk, which might not equally 
attach to shares or stock in any other well-established bank in 
Scotland. This stock, at the time of the appropriatiov, bore, 
and was valued at, a price sufficient to prove the credit 
in which the City of Glasgow Bank then stood, and to make 
the gain to the life-rentrix in point of income very inconsider- 
able.” The result of these observations seems to be that, so long 
as trustees have no reason for believing that any special risk 
attaches to a particular investment held by the testator—a risk, 
that is, beyond that attaching to other investments of the same 
description—their retention of any investments held by the 
testator will be considered as a proper exercise of their discretion. 
But if the market price of any such investment is greatly lower 
than that of investments of a similar class, this circumstance will 
raise a presumption of risk, and will also involve the trustees in 
the wrongful act of unduly favouring the interests of the li 
owner. 

Another question of some importance which was settled i 
Fraser v. Murdoch was as to the period during which the discre- 
tion to retain investments is intended to exist. Suppose that 
testator, while giving a discretion to the executors and trustees 
his will to retain any investments held by him, provides for 
retention by them of a trust legacy, and declares, in 
such legacy a trust for investment in securities not of the 
tion of those held by him ; does the discretion to retain i 
ments apply to retention as part of the trust legacy, or is 
limited to the period before the final division of the estate 
setting apart of the trust legacy? The House of Lords held 
the discretion is not so limited, but enables the trustees to retain 
and set apart, in respect of the trust legacy, any of the invest- 
ments held by the testator. 

The lesson taught by the recent decision in Jn re Merris is that, 
although so wide a scope is given to the exercise of trustees’ 
discretion as regards any investment which remains in the condition 
in which it was held by the testator, yet amy alteration in the 
character of theinvestment will deprive the trustees of theirdiscretion. 
The facts of the case were that a testator bequeathed fully paid-ap 
shares of £20 each in an unlimited banking company to trustees 
on trust to permit the same to remain in the same state of invest- 
ment, or, with the consent of his wife and daughter, to sell them, 
and invest the proceeds in securities mentioned in the will, which 
did not include bank shares. After the death of the testator the 
bank was registered as having limited liability, and the nominal 
value of the shares was altered from £20 to £30. £10 of the £20 
paid on the old shares could, at the option of the holders, be either 
returned to them or credited in respect of new shares. 
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unpaid capital of £20 per share, £10 could be called up im the 
event of the directors requiring it for enlargement of the 
business of the bank, but the last £10 could only be called up in 


the event of a winding up. The trustees elected to alle 
to be credited in respect of further shares. The ds was 
anxious that the shares should be sold, but the widow weald net 
consent. Upon an application by the daughter, Mr. Justi 
held that all the shares were a fresh investment by the trustees, 
and, not being authorized by the investment clause in the will, 
they must be sold, 

Now, we think that the acceptance of the trustees of the new shares 
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must be taken to have been equivalent to an unauthorized investment 
by them of cash in the purchase of shares. But we confess we feel 
some doubt whether, if the trustees had elected to receive the £10 
per share repaid in respect of the shares held by the testator in 
cash, they could be said in substance to hold a different investment 
from that held by the testator. The only real difference was (1), 
that £10 of the £20 paid up on the old shares was returned, subject 
to a liability to be called up again if required for the enlargement of 
the business of the bank; and (2), that, instead of unlimited lia- 
bility, the liability was limited to a further sum of £10 beyond the 
amount paid up on the old shares. Both changes were clearly for 
the advantage of the shareholder. It seems, with deference to the 
learned judge, to be rather a fallacy to say thut the beneficiaries 
did not get that which the testator intended them to have—“ namely, 
shares upon which there was no liability for a call.” The only 
fresh liability to a call was in respect of the money repaid to the 
shareholder, which the trustees would always have ready to meet 
any call which might be made, and in substance, the arrangement 
was merely that part of the capital should remain in the share- 
holder’s hands, instead of in the hands of the bank. The limitation 
of the liability to £10 beyond this amount was plainly for the ad- 
vantage of the shareholder. But so long as Mr. Justice Pearson’s 
decision stands, trustees who have a discretion to retain shares 
in companies will have to see that no alteration whatever has been 
made in the constitution of the company since the testator’s death, 
= though such alteration may be for the benefit of the share- 
er. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


LEGACY TO EXECUTOR. 


(In re Appleton, Barber v. Tebbit, C.A., L. R. 29 Ch. D. 893.) 

Very small circumstances have been laid hold of by the courts to 
rebut the presumption that a legacy given to an executor is annexed to 
the office, and it has been generally considered, and is laid down in 
Mr. Theobald’s careful treatise on Wills, that if gifts to two execu- 
tors are unequal in amount the presumption is rebutted. This, how- 
ever, is hardly justified by the authorities cited. In Cockerell v. 
Barber (2 Russ. 585) the gifts were unequal in amount, but the deci- 
sion rather turned on the use by the testator of the expression “ my 
friend and partner” in favour of the non-acting executor. In Jervis 
v. Lawrence (L. R. 8 Eq. 345) James, V.C., said that ‘‘ the inequality 
in the subject-matter of the two gifts [to executors] is sufficient in 
this case to rebut the presumption.” The inequality in that case, 
however, was not merely in amount, but also in the description of 
the subject-matter—a leasehold house being bequeathed to one 
executor, and 2 sum of money to the other. In the present case the 
Court of Appeal has laid it down that neither a difference in the 
amount, nor in the nature of the legacies bequeathed to executors 
will, of itself, be sufficient to show that the legacy is not annexed to 
the office 


It was also contended in the present case that the fact that the gift of 
the legacy preceded the appointment of the legatee as executor was 
important as tending to rebut the presumption that the legacy was 
annexed to the office. The court held that, in the case before them, 
where the testator, in the very next sentence to the gift of the legacy, 
eppetated the legatee executor, the fact was of no importance ; but 
Cotton, L.J., said “it may be that in a particular will, where a 
number of legacies are given, and one of the numerous legatees is 
subsequently appointed an executor, the court may come to the con- 
¢lusion that the testator had not then present to his mind the idea 
A capieiing him executor.” The hint is significant, and there can 
be little doubt that it will be taken advantage of to add a new head 
to the list of circumstances rebutting the presumption of annexation 
to the office of executor. 

Lord Justice Cotton also suggested, in the course of his judgment, 
that the presumption may be rebutted by parol evidence of the testa- 
tor’s intention, but Lord Justice Fry expressed doubt on the point. The 
suggestion is very important, but requires more lengthy consideration 
than can be given in this part of our columns. 


EVIDENCE OF BIRTH FROM BAPTISMAL CERTIFICATE. 
(In ve Turner, Glenister v. Harding, Chitty, J., L. BR. 29 
Ch. D. 985.) 


The infirmity of evidence of time of birth derived from the 
eutry A baytion in 4 parochial register is obvious, As Lord 


Denman remarked in Doe v. Barnes (1 Moo, & Rob., at p. 389): ‘*In 
the case of the registry of baptism, the time of birth must generally 
be taken by the clergyman from other people,” and, moreover, 
the clergyman is neither required nor authorized to make thé 
entry of date of birth. In Wihen v. Law (3 Stark. N. P. C. 63), 
Bayley, J., ruled that an entry in a parish register of the baptism of 
a child as to the time of its birth is not evidence of the age in support 
of a plea of infancy, and this ruling was afterwards confirmed by 
the court. On the other hand, Cope v. Cope (1 Moo. & Rob. 269) and 
Morris v. Davis (3 C. & P. 215, 427) show that an entry in a baptismal 
register that a child was illegitimate may be admitted as evidence on 
an inquiry as to the legitimacy of the child. Mr. Justice Chitty 
in the present case expressed an opinion that, in pedigree cases, the 
date of birth stated in the baptismal certificate may be admitted to 
show that a child was born before the marriage of its parents, 
although very little weight is to be attached to it. 








REVIEWS. 


BILLS OF EXCHANGE. 


A TREATISE ON THE J.AwW oF BILLS oF EXCHANGE, PROMISSORY 
Nores, BANK Notes, AND CHEQUES. By the Right Hon. Sir 
JoHN BARNARD BYLES. FOURTEENTH EDITION. By MAURICE 
BARNARD BYLEs and ARCHIE KIRKMAN LoyD, Barristers-at-Law. 
H. Sweet & Sons. 


The profession will welcome a new edition of this standard book 
adapted to the codification of the law on this subject effected by the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. That Act, of course, altered very little 
of the substance of thelaw, and the changes it introduced are accurately 
summed up by the editors in less than two pages of large type 
preface. But it is convenient to have the language of the code 
inserted in the proper places, and its provisions referred to in the 
notes. The work in its present shape is also valuable as showing the 
historical development of the law embodied in the Code, and the 
observations of the editors upon the provisions are generally very 
useful. The only fault we have to find with their observations is 
that they are sometimes too much scattered. For instance, with 
reference to the omission of the word ‘‘ inland” in the definition of 
a cheque, the editors observe in a note at page 16 that ‘‘ cheques are 
generally, but not necessarily, inland bills; and even though they be 
drawn out of the United Kingdom, unless that appear on their 
face, they are, or certainly may be, treated as inland. Should 
they appear on their face to have been drawn elsewhere than 
in the United Kingdom, they are still valid, but an ad 
valorem stamp may, perhaps, be required.” But the reader 
has to wait until page 27 before he finds in a note the further 
caution that, in the latter case, the cheque appearing on its 
face to be drawn abroad ‘‘ may not only require an ad valorem stamp 
on negotiation here, like any other foreign bill, but also to be pro- 
tested or noted, in addition to the notice of dishonour, in order to 
preserve the remedies against the drawer and indorsers.” On the 
whole, however, we have found both the provisions of the Code and 
the comments on them inserted in their proper places, The Code itself 
and other statutes are printed in full in the appendix. 





ARCHBOLD’S POOR LAW, 


THE Pook Law. By Joun FREDERICK ARCHBOLD, Esq., Barrister- 
at-Law. Four TEENTH EDITION. By W. CUNNINGHAM GLEN, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


This book has always been compiled with care, accuracy, and 
exhaustiveness, but has always somewhat lacked intelligence of 
general treatment and reRettin A criticism. Mr. Glen, who now 
brings out the third of his editions, has preserved some of its 
merits, while he has also preserved many of its faults. Attention is 
directed in the preface to the fact that much of the law relating to 
settlement has been expunged as obsolete; but we still find 
the law of settlement and removal occupying more than a 

uarter of the text, and its great but comparatively modern 

eature of the status of ievedeovenllity by resifence, is not clearly 
enough brought out. The effect of the important case of Dinning 
v. South Shields Guardians (L. BR. 13 Q. B. D. 25), in which it was 
held that justices of the peace might order a husband to pay fifteen 
shillings a week towards the reliof of his wife, is very barely stated ; 
Mr, Glen omitting to point out, as Brett, M.R., pointed out, that the 
relief ordered must not be ordered by way of alimony. A new and, 
we think, very useful feature in the work is that it includes the law 
relatin - —_ lunatics; and the Act of 1585, relating to the 
¢ 





remov unatics to workhouses, is printed in the appendix, but 
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without any note or comment, except a reference to the page of the 
text in which the enactments which it amends are given. a well- 
arranged collection of statutes, Local Government Board Rules, and 
judicial decisions, the work has considerable merits. We may note 
that the list of cases at.the commencement of the volume is de- 
fective, and that the names of cases given therein are often per- 
plexing to a reader not accustomed to the names as given in the 
Justice of the Peace. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Although during the last twelve months I have been com- 
pelled to abstain from accepting any honorary labour, and I 
reluctantly gave up the last two provincial meetings, I should like to 
say a few words on the Liverpool papers read by Mr. Samuel 
Learoyd and Mr. Thomas Marshall, both writers of stamp command- 
ing respect, even if we differ. Few members of the society have 
taken a more active part in its affairs than I have done these twent 
years, and the numerous reports in your columns and otherwise will 
show that I have all along agreed with the spirit of both Mr. 
Learoyd’s and Mr. Marshall’s recent essays, but I do not see the prac- 
ticability of some of the suggestions thrown out. 

It is certainly open to question whether the front rank Queen’s 
Counsel of the day (a number, all England through, easily counted 
on one’s fingers) would not, should a general law creating responsi- 
bility be enacted, contract themselves out of it, for clients will ever 
cling to popular idols, be the terms what they may, and so long as 
the present cruel uncertainty exists as to when, where, and by whom 
any class of cause will be tried (matters in this respect have never 
a in my time), the most honourable counsel is frequently 

elpless. 

We shall all agree that the allocation of causes to particular 
courts, and the formation of particular divisions of the bar, would 
be desirable ; but we cannot even hope for this as a general scheme. 
Look at the deplorable state of things with regard to chancery 
witness causes, This class of increasing business was thrown upon 
the overworked chancery judges without any adequate provision for 
sens it, and much less of assuring that such work should be 

en regularly de die in diem—a crying injustice to hosts of 
witnesses, who nowadays cannot form even an approximate idea 
when they may be wanted. 

But to return to counsel and solicitor. It is suggested that a 
solicitor should be empowered to take counsel’s place in his absence, 
@ proposition I was surprised to hear was unanimously indorsed at 
Liverpool. Surely this is a wholly unworkable scheme? Mr. Samuel 
Learoyd and myself and a small percentage of practising solicitors 
happen to have a taste for advocacy (indeed, fifteen or sixteen years 
ago, when I had more youthful enthusiasm, I took a leading part in 
the then agitation for the right of a solicitor to go straight to the 
bar on passing the necessary examination, just as counsel now, by a 
one-sided statute, are allowed to come over to us), but the great bulk 
of solicitors have neither the inclination nor the training for advo- 
cacy, and I know many first-rate men who would almost as lief jump 
off a housetop as address a court, especially on short notice, oul any 
regulation that would create invidious comparisons between solicitors 
who could, and those who could not, come to the rescue in an 
emergency of this character, would be most detrimental, and, in 
many cases, most unjust, 

As to Mr, Marshall’s paper on the desired unity of the legal pro- 
fession, experience shows that whilst the American Minister stated 
truly that solicitors were ‘‘most cordial in their intercourse with 
each other,” there is no real autonomy amongst us. At after-dinner 
meetings there may appear to be more or less unity in respect to 
remedying grievances; but let somebody attempt to put the thin 
into shape at a public meeting (except, perhaps, at these annua 
outings, when social elements assist), and the chances are ten to one 
that the attempt is wrecked by the absolute apathy of the large 
majority. 

Everybody will unite with Mr, Marshall in deploring that the 
Incorporated Law Society numbers only some thirty per cent. of the 
entire body of admitted solicitors; but until every member of the 
profession becomes, ipso facto, a member of the society (a proposal not 
altogether satisfactory), or the society is divided into two widel 
distinct sections—that is to say, its official position as a tridunal, an 
its character of a professional association for securing a proper esprit 
de corps—I predict with much deference that Mr. Marshall's laudable 
desire for more union will not be substantially realized during the 
present generation. Franois K, Munron. 

95a, Queen Victoria-street, B.0,, October 24, 





LEASEHOLD INSURANCE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Can any of your readers inform me of any good insurance 
office which issues policies in the nature of leasehold insurance policies P 
I mean policies whereby the office contracts to pay a definite sum at a 
definite future period in consideration of an annual payment durin 
the period. A little calculation will show that an annual payment a 
£1 a year for one hundred years could easily insure the payment of 
£1,000 at the end of that period. I have frequently felt the utili 
of such policies, both in cases of loans on mortgage of leaseh 
and in making settlements of leaseholds. I am not aware of any 
office which issues such policies at present. PRUDENS. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
COWELL v. TAYLOR—C. A. No. 2, 28th October. 


Practice—Sxcurrry ror Costs—Insorvent Trustee 1x Banxrvproy 
TIFF. 


In this case the question was whether an insolvent trustee in bank- 
ruptcy, who is plaintiff in an action in his representative character, can be 
required to give security for the costs of theaction. The action in the pre- 
sent case was brought by such a plaintiff, and Chitty, J., refused an applica- 
tion by the defendant that the plaintiff should be ordered to give security 
for costs. The Court of Appeal (Baccattay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision. Baccatiay, L.J., said that the general rule of the 
court was that every person was entitled to sue at the risk of having to 
pay costs if he failed. In some exceptional cases security for costs was 
required, but until recently the Court of Chancery did not require 
security, except in the case of a plaintiff resident abroad, and if there 
were two co-plaintiffs, one of whom was resident abroad, security would 
not be required. In Sykes v. Sykes (L. R.4C. P. 645) there were two plain- 
tiffs suing as executors. One of them was residing out of the jurisdiction, 
and the other was insolvent, and it was held that security for costs ought 
not to be required. In the recent case of Pooley’s Trustee v. Whetham 
(33 W. R. 423, L. R. 28 Ch. D. 38, 29 Soxrcrrors’ JournnaL, 45), it was 
expressly decided that the trustee of a bankrupt, who was sole plaintiff, 
could not to be required to give security for costs. It was not shown in 
that case that the trustee was himself insolvent, and the court declined to 
decide whether, if that had been shown, he could have been required to 
give security. Two propositions, therefore, had been laid down—(1) that 
the bankruptcy of a sole plaintiff was not a sufficient ground for iring 
him to give security for costs ; (2) that the mere fact that a sole plaintiff 
was a trustee in bankruptcy was not sufficient ground for requiring 
security for costs. It was now said that those two negatives justified the 
affirmative proposition that a trustee in bankruptcy who was a sole plain- 
tiff, and who was himself insolvent, ought to give security. His lordship 
could see no reason for coming to such a conclusion. It was said that 
there was authority for it in a dictum of Blackburn, J., in Malcolm v. 
Hodgkinson (L. R. 8 Q. B. 209), that, “ where an insolvent person 
is suing as trustee for another, it has long been the rule to require 
security for costs.”” But the meaning of that dictum was — by 
Hall, V.C., in In re Carta Para Mining Company (L. R..19 Ch. D. 457). 
Blackburn, J., was speaking, not of a trustee in bankruptcy, but of a bare 
trustee for another person, such as a plaintiff who had assigned all his 
interest in the subject-matter of the action, and was suing only for the 
benefit of his assignee. Such a plaintiff, if he was insolvent, ought to be 
required to give security for costs. But that did not apply to a trustee in 
bankruptcy. Densten v. Ashton (L. R. 4 Q. B. 590), and United Forte 
Company v. Hills (L. R. 5 Q. B. 395), were direct decisions that such a 

laintiff, even if he was insolvent, ought not to be required to give security 
‘or costs. The authorities were in favour of this view, and Meleelm v. 
Hodgkinson, the only case which had suggested any doubt, was .——" 
His lordship thought that the order of Chitty, J., was right. WEN, 
1..J., said that the general rule of the court was that poverty was no bar 
to the right to sue; the doors of the temple of justice were open 
to all the world. There was = ane exception in the case of an 
appeal, But then the appellant ad the benefit of a decision of 
court; the doors of the court had not been closed to him. 
vented him, if he was insolvent, from hunting his © 
court. As a general rule poverty was no bar. But, in 
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an abuse of the process of justice, this exception has been introduced, 
that if an insolvent was suing as a mere inal plaintiff for the benefit 
of a third person, he must give seourity for costs. Such a plaintiff was a 


mere shadow. A trustee in bankruptcy, wee sme 
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sentative of the creditors of the in whom > 
estate was vested, did not fall within the principle of this exception. He 
was not a merely nominal plaintiff, a w put forward to escape the 
risk of litigation; it was his duty to the litigation, if it was 

was good reason for saying 


oper that there should be litigation. 
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and there was also the inveterate practice of the common law courts 
such a plaintiff would not be required, on the ground of poverty, to 
security for costs. There was no shadow of authority in the courts 
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common law impugning the practice. When Malcolm v. Hodgkinson was 
examined, it was clear that the plaintiff there had become a mere shadow. 
Blackburn, J., could not have intended by his dictum to overrule the 
settled 2 ges and the true explanation of the dictum was given by 
Hall, V.C. The only doubt ever thrown on Denston v. Ashton was by 
— ~oa op ame yp v. Whetham. In that case a oe . 

ly abstai from expressing any opinion on the point. 
But now, having heard the whole roam and ced seen what the 
general consent of the profession had been, his lordship thought that the 
court would be acting wrongly in holding that that which had been solong 
treated as the law was not the law. Fry, L.J., concurred. He thought 
that the doubt expressed by Pearson, J., as to the correctness of the 
decision in Denston v. Ashton was not well founded.—CounsgL, McCall ; 
_— Soxrcrrors, Blachford, Riches, ¢ Wood; Pritchard, Englefield, $ 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


LE MAY ce. WELCH—Pearson, J., 27th October. 


Costs—Taxation—Costs or Txurez Counset—Party anp Party—Dt1s- 
CRETION oF Taxrnc Master. 


In this case there was a question as to the allowance on a taxation 
between and party of the costs of three counsel on the original 
a motion and a summons, and on the hearing of an appeal. 
The action was brought to restrain the infringement by the defendants of 
the plaintiff's regi design fora collar. The plaintiffs moved for an 


ordered to pay the costs in both courts. On the taxation by the defend- 
ants’ costs (the costs of the motion and the costs of the summons being 
taxed by different taxing masters}, both masters allowed the defendants 
the costs of three counsel in each court. One of the masters did so on 
the ground that “‘ it is usual, in actions relating to patents, to allow three 
counsel,” and he also referred to Kirkwood v. Webster (L. R 9 Ch. D. 239, 
22 Soxicrrors’ Jovenat, 683). Pzarsos, J., overruled the decision of the 
taxmg master, and held that the costs of only two counsel ought to be 
allowed. It was urged that the court would not interfere with the 
exercise of the discretion of the taxing master unless there was some- 

ing overwhe to show that he was wrong, and reliance was placed 
on j t of Lord Campbell, C., in Pearce v. Lindsay (1D. F. & J. 
573); but sos, J., held that the court must form its own judgment 
the case was of such a nature as to justify the allowance of the 
cocts of three counsel. He said that the decision depended on a com- 
parison of some exhibits of collars, and that it was so simple a case that 
only two counsel ought to be allowed. It could not, to use the words of 
Turner, L.J., in Pearce v. Lindsay, be said ‘‘to have been essentially 
mecessary, for the purpose of doing justice between the parties,’ that 
three counsel should be employed.—Cotnset, Swinfen Eady; Giffard, 
QC., and E. 8. Ford. Souictrors, Hicklin, Washington, § Pasmore ; Phelps, 
Sidgwick, & Biddle. 





LEVY ¢. SEWELL—Pearson, J., 27th October. 


Morrtsacor asp Mortcacze—Paruent orr or Mortcace—Inrergst 1 
Lrec or Norice—Oxper ron Parment ovt or a Fuxp rm Covrt. 


Im this case there was 2 question as to the right of a mortgagee, whose 
mortgage was being paid off, to six months’ interest in lieu of notice. 
The action was ht to administer a testator’s estate. One of the 
beneficiaries had mortgaged her interest under the will for £1,100. On 
the further consideration of the action, funds in court representing her 
share and others were ordered to be carried over to a separate account. 
This order was made in January, 1445. On the 31st of December, 1884, the 
mortgagor had given the mortgagee six months’ notice in writing to pay off 
the mortgage. On the 20th of May, 1435, on the application of some of the 
beneficiaries, an order was made which (inter alia) directed the payment 
of £1,179 to the mortgagee out of the mc ee’s share of the fund in 
. This sum was made up of £1,100 principal, and £79 interest up to 
the Ist of July. The mortgagee was served with the application, and the 
ae ee ne ae solicitor. It was su that the 

would be comple before the Ist of July (on which day the 

siz months’ notice expired), s0 as to enable the mortgagee to obtain 
peyment of his principal and interest on that day. Some delay took 
place in the compiction of the order, and it was not completed till the 20th 
A July, 90 that the mortgagee could not receive his money out of court 
till the Zist of July. The money not having been on the 1st of July, 
he, on the 2nd of July, took out a summons ¢ ming mt of a 
further siz months’ interest in lien of notice. Pranson, J., held that the 
was only entitled to interest up to the actual day of payment. 
that the rule that if a mortgagor, who had given notice to pay off 
t, did not pay it off on the appointed day, the mortgagee 
was to @ fresh notice, or to a further six months’ interest, was 
founded on this, that in each case, after the allure to pay, there was no 
cma When the mortgage would be paid off. That did not apply to a 
case tn which the oe had been party to an order tor payment of 
the mortgage dett «ut of a tand in court. In euch a case he knew that 
he would be paid as sccm ae the order was completed. Uf the ordinary 
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ee 
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rule applied, then, in any case, if there had been, through some mistake 
in the office, a delay of one day in the completion of the order, the 
mortgagee would be entitled to a fresh six months’ notice. By accepting 
the order for payment out of the fund in court, his lordship thought thas 
the mortgagee assented to payment out of the fund, subject to all the 
the contingencies affecting the completion of the order.—CounszEL, 
_~ Q.C. ; Bramwell Davies. Soxtcrrors, Brown § Woolnough; W. 
. Styer. ; 





FOX v. SMERDON—Q. B. D., 29th October. 
Exection LAW—APPEARANCE FOR VOTER OBJECTED TO. 


In this case the question arose whether it is necessary for the person 
who appears at a revision court on behalf of a voter, whose qualification 
has been objected to, to have been requested by the voter to act on his 
behalf. It appeared from the case stated that objections had been taken 
to the qualification of some soldiers at Exeter, anda sergeant was present 
in court when the hearing before the revising barrister took place, who 
stated that he appeared on behalf of one of the voters objected to. He 
was cross-examined as to whether he had, in fact, been requested by the 
voter to — for him, and he refused to answer. The barrister declined 
to compel him to answer the question, being of opinion that, by his 
previous answer, he had shown that he appeared for the voter, so as to 
satisfy the requirements of 41 & 42 Vict. c. 26, s. 28, sub-section 11, 
which enacts that, unless “‘ a person objected to appears by himself, or by 
some other person on his behalf,” his name shall be expunged from the 
list. Gnrove, J., was of opinion that as the cross-examination of the voter’s 
representative had stopped short at the question as to whether he had 
been requested by the voter to appear for him, and did not go on to in- 
quire whether he had any implied authority to act on his behalf, there 
was no presumption against his having been, in fact, so authorized. But 
his lordship stated that he could not, as at present advised, assent to the 
proposition that anybody might travel about from one revision court to 
another taking up or opposing any claim he chose without uny authority 
from the voters. Lord Coxznines, O.J., said that he thought that no danger 
need be apprehended from the fact of persons acting for voters without 
their formal authority. That practice had long prevailed, and had been 
found exceedingly useful and satisfactory. In the present case, on the 
construction of the words of the Act, and having regard to the only 
statement made by the sergeant, the barrister had acted quite rightly. 
Cave, J., agreed with the Lord Chief Justice.—CounszL, Bompas, Q.C., 
and B. Coleridge ; The Solicitor General, and Foote. Soricrrors, For § Co., 
for H. § B. J. Ford, Exeter ; Hamilton, for Friend, Exeter. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ez parte DYER, In re TAYLOR—Q. B. D., Bankruptcy, 27th October. 
Banxrvuptcy—Orper AND Disposrtion—Custom 1n Hor Trape. 


In this case an important point arose as to the existence of a custom 
amongst hop merchants. The official receiver, as trustee in bankruptcy, 
had taken possession of, inter alia, nine pockets of hops in the warehouse 
of the debtor. The applicant had purchased eleven pockets from the 
debtor ; two were delivered to him at the time, and the nine pockets 
which were subsequently seized were left on the premises tohis order. The 
applicant moved for an order for delivery up to him of these nine pockets, 

ing that it was a well-known and universal custom in the hop trade 
to leave hops with the seller in his warehouse to the order of the buyer. 
Evidence of custom having been given, Cave, J., held that the custom 
had been proved, and, consequently, no one would be induced to give 
credit to a hop merchant in the belief that all the hops in his warehouse 
were his. Therefore, the hops in question were not in the order and dis- 
position of the bankrupt, and they must be delivered up to the applicant. 
—CounseL, F. Cooper Willis ; Sidney Woolf. Soxrscrrons, Meredith § Co. ; 
Coburn & Young. 


CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
HUMPHREYS v. JONES—C.A. No. 2, 27th October. 


Soricrron asp Cirent—Costs—Taxation—Panrtition Action—Onrpar ror 
Sarte—Conpucr oy Sate otven to Praintivy—Costs ory Devenpants’ 
Sorictrrons—Soricirous’ Remuneration Act, 1881, 5. 2—Genenar 
Oxver or Avover, 1882, x. 2, sun-secrions (A.), (C.). 


In this case a question arose as to the effect of the General Order under 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, with regard to the costs of the 
solicitors of the defendants to a partition action. ‘The action was 
for the partition of real estate. By the ew ment the estate 
was ordered to be sold, and it was order that the costs of 
the plaintiffs and the defendants should be paid out of the 

oceeds of sale. The conduct of the sale was given to the plaintiff, who 
was entitled to one-fourth share of the estate. The defendants were 
entitled to the other three-fourths. They employed separate solicitors. 
The plaintiffs’ solicitors claimed costs as the vendor's solicitor under Part 
1. of Schedule I, to the Remuneration Order, and these costs were allowed 
by the taxing-master accordingly, The defendants’ solicitors claimed the 
costs of perusing, on their behalf, the conveyances to the purchasers, and 





of procuring the execution of the conveyances by the defendants, The 
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taxing master disallowed these costs. The defendants’ solicitors insisted 
that, as the defendants were necessary parties to the conveyances, they 
were entitled to their costs under sub-section (c.) of rule 2, and that 
such costs would have been allowed as of course under the old practice. 
The taxing master, in his reply to the defendants’ objections, said, 
“The plaintiff and the defendants are tenants in common, all of them 
vendors ; as such they are entitled to one scale charge under Schedule I. 
of the General Order made in pursuance of the Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act, 1881, and to no more. On the scale they should have but one solici- 
tor.” Bacon, V.C., affirmed the decision of the taxing master. The 
Court of Appeal (Baccattay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) allowed the costs. 
Rule 2 of the Remuneration Order provides that (subject to the tion 
mentioned in rule 1) ‘‘ the remuneration of a solicitor in of busi- 
ness connected with sales, purchases, leases, mortgages, settlements, and 
other matters of conveyancing, and in respect of other business, not being 
business in any action, or transacted in any court, or in the chambers of 
any judge or master, is to be regulated as follows—namely, (a.) In 
respect of sales, purchases, and mortgages completed, the remunera- 
tion of the solicitor having the conduct of the business, whether 
for the vendor, purchaser, mo r, or mortgagee, is to be 
that prescribed in Part I. of edule I. to this Order, and 
to be subject to the regulations therein contained. (5.) In re- 
spect of leases and ements for leases, of the kinds mentioned 
in Part II. of Schedule I. to this Order, or conveyances reserving rent, or 
agreements for the same, when the transactions shall have been com- 
pleted, the remuneration of the solicitor having the conduct of the busi- 
ness is to be that prescribed in Part II. of such Schedule I. (c.) In respect 
of business not hereinbefore provided for, connected with any transaction 
the remuneration for which, if completed, is hereinbefore or in Schedule 
I. hereto prescribed, but which is not, in fact, completed, and in respect 
of settlements,*mining leases or licences, or agreements therefor, re- 
conveyances, transfers of mortgages, or further charges, not provided for 
hereinbefore or in Schedule I. hereto, assignments of leases not by way 
of | ory or mortgage, and in respect of all other deeds or documents, 
and of all other business the remuneration for which is not hereinbefore 
or in Schedule I. hereto prescribed, the remuneration is to be regulated 
according to the present system as altered by Schedule II. hereto.” 
Baaoariay, L.J., said that under the old system the costs in question 
would have been allowed ; if the disallowance was proper it could only be 
80 by virtue of the Act and the Order. In Stanford v. Roberts (L. R. 26 
Ch. D. 155, 28 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 304), it was decided by Kay, J., that 
rule 2 applies to all sales, including sales under the direction of the court. 
That decision had not been appealed from, and, so far as he could judge, 
the Lord Justice concurred in the view taken by Kay, J. Rule 2, the first 

of which in substance followed the words of section 2 of the Act, divided 
the business with which it dealt into three classes—(a.), (d.), and (c.). 
Class (c.) comprised all the business included in’the preamble which was 
not included in (a.) and (4.), and it appeared to apply exactly to the 
present case. The plaintiff’s solicitor was remunerated under class (a.); 
the remuneration of the defendants’ solicitor came within class (c.), and 
must be regulated by it. Bowzn and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsg1, 
HMaidlow ; Russell Roberts, Soxicrtors, Bolton, Robbins, Busk, $ Co. ; 
Chester § Co. 





Court oF APPEAL.’ 
(Before Lord EsHEr, M.R., and CoTron and LINDLEY, L.JJ.) 
Oct. 28.—Bursill v. Tanner. 


This appeal raised a question as to the privilege of a solicitor. In an 
action brought to charge the separate estate of the defendant, a married 
woman, judgment was given for the plaintiff, and an inquiry was directed 
before a master as to what separate estate she was possessed of. On the 
—e of the defendant a settlement was executed, to the trustees of 
which Messrs. Freshfield & Williams were solicitors, and as such held 
the deed. They were also solicitors to the defendant in the action. At 
the inquiry before the master, Mr. William Dawes Freshfield was called 
on under a subpena duces tecum to produce the deed, but declined to do so 
on the ground of privilege as a solicitor. On the same ground he refused 
to give the names and addresses of the trustees, or to state whether a 
certain gentleman was a trustee, or to give any information regarding the 
settlement. Mr. Justice A. L. Smith considered that the case was within 
the authority of Bz parte Campbell, In re Catheart (18 W. R. 1056, L. R. 5 
Ch. 703), and that the knowledge was of a mere collateral fact, which the 
solicitor knew without anything like professional confidence, and he made 
an order that Mr. Freshfield should answer the question, and should 
the costs occasioned by his refusal. The present appeal was by Mr. 
Freshfield from the judgment of Mathew, Cave, and Wills, JJ., who 
affirmed the order of Mr. Justice A. L. Smith. It was now contended for 
the appellant—first, as to the production of the deed, that a deed is the 
—_ of the parties thereto, and that the solicitor had no right to 
produce it, but that the defendant or trustees shonld have been 
subponaed for the purpose; and, secondly, as to the names of the 
trustees, that they formed part of the contents of the deed, but that the 
proper mode of arriving at the contents of a deed is by the production of 
the deed itself. It was further contended that Mr. Freshfield, having 
admit acted bond Ade, should not have been made to pay the costs, 
On the other side it was argued that the question as to the names of the 
trustees was on a matter merely collateral, and not of a confidential and 
secret nature, such as would give rise to the privilege of a solicitor, and 
that the solicitor’s knowledge would be acquired independently of the 
dood from the fact of the trustees having acted. As to 


the deed itself, it was ed that the privilege claimed was, in fact, that 
of the client, and that, if the client could not withhold the deed, the 
solicitor could not ; that, to entitle the solicitor to withhold it, he must 
have got possession of it confidentially as solicitor, and the client must be 
entitled to withhold it; but that, in this case, the trustees merely held 
be one i the an = pany could not have a _ if 

ey m subpoenaed. was that, according to Taylor on 
Evidence, section 428, the client could only refuse to produce it on three 
grounds—viz., that it isa title deed of estate, or is held by him as 
mortgagee, or is a document which would criminate the witness. 

Mansel Jones was for the ap t ; and Sills for the mdent. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., in di i e appeal, said that e had no doubt 


ering it his duty, as a solicitor, to have the law authorita- 
tively and definitely stated. The objections to give the names of the 
trustees were not tenable. No doubt the trustees were named in the 
deed, but who they were was a fact dehors the deed, and might have 
come to his knowledge by other means. In saying that the names 
formed part of a confidential communication he was i 
that, to allege the reason, he was obliged to say that the trustees were . 
the clients who placed the confidence in him, and then he refused to say 
who those clients were. The fact as to who his clients were was not a 
matter of confidential communication. Therefore he was bound to give 
their names. As to the production of the deed, his clients could not 
have refused to produce it, and, therefore, he could not refuse. As to the 
costs, inasmuch as it was clear that the objection was taken bond fide and 
was not unreasonable, it was hard to make him pay the costs before Mr. 
Justice Smith ; but, the order being upheld, the court could not alter it 
as to costs. But, the authority of the court having been obtained, Mr. 
Freshfield ought to have been satisfied, and not to have appealed, and, 
according to the usual rule, the appeal would be dismissed, with costs. 
Corron and Linptey, L.JJ., were of the same opinion.— Times. 





HicH Court or JusTicE—QUEEN’s BENcH Drvision. 
(Before MaTuHEw and SmirTu, JJ.) 
Oct. 28.—Gibbs v. Tredwell. 


This was an appeal from an order of Mr. Justice Day, sitting at 
chambers, and was brought by Mr. G. W. , who had until 
lately acted as the solicitor of the plaintiff in the action, against an order 
made against him mally to pay the costs of the action up to a certain 
time to Messrs. bod & Langualie, who had acted as the plaintiff's 
solicitors at its commencement. The action had been brought to recover 
£108, which amount the defendant had been ordered to pay into court 
under order 14. In December, 1881, an order had been e for achange 
in the solicitors of the plaintiff, “‘upon payment to Messrs. Dod & 
Longstaffe of their taxed costs up to that date."’ Almost i i 
after this the plaintiff and defendant had settled the action, agreeing to 
divide between them the £108, and this money, having been taken out of 
court by Mr. Armstrong, had been paid over by him, half to the defendant 
and half to his client, who assured him that he had paid Messrs. Dod & 
Longstaffe’s costs. Mr. Justice Day had quite recently made an order 
that Mr. Armstrong should —_ y pay the costs which the plaintiff 
had in March, 1881, owed to Messrs. Dod & Longstaffe in respect of the 
action. 

Winch, in support of the present appeal against that order, contended 
that it had eon bien intended by the order for the change of solicitors 
made in December, 1881, that the new solicitor should be 


inquiries of him as to whether or not he owed Messrs. Dod & Longstaife 
anything for costs, and Gibbs had showed him a receipt for them from 
that firm, and had declared that he owed them nothing. 

A, P. Longstaffe, in ——o appeal, contended that the order of Mr. 
Justice Day was right, and that even if this were not so the fact that Mr. 
Armstrong had paid over the money to the plaintiff with knowledge that 
Messrs. Dod & had a lien on it for costs was enough to make 
him liable for the amount of the costs due to them from Gibbs. 

Maruew, J., in giving judgment, said that he entertained no doubt as 
to the true construction of the order made in December, 1881, and that it 
had not been intended by it to make Mr. Armstrong liable for the costs 
due by Gibbs to his late solicitors. 

Surrx, J., concurred. 

Appeal allowed accordingly, with costs here and below.— Thvers. 





COUNTY COURTS, 
ALTRINCHAM, 
(Before Judge FouLKEs 
Oot, 23.— Lever v. Jackson. 


Intention to contract, but no contract in fact, owing to misunder- 
standing as to subject-matter. 


The plain Messrs. Ellis Lever & Oo, sought to recover from the 


defendant, Mr. William Jackeon, a coal merchant at Oldham, £17 2s. 10d. 
for non-acceptance of a quantity of ‘‘ gas cinders” to his order, 
Rarvis (Messrs. Nicholls, Harris, & for the plaiutaits ; 


and J. 0. Boans ), of Manchester, for the defend: 





¢ production of | 


ant, 
From the plaintiffs’ case it appeared that on the 14th of May last the 
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defendant ordered by letter from the plaintiffs two wagons of “gas 
cinders,’’ no sample being submitted and no discussion taking place as to 
what was to be understood by the term. The plaintiffs sent the order on 
to the Manchester Corporation Gasworks, and on the 21st of May two 
wagons were despatched from there to the defendant, containing what 
the plaintiffs’ witnesses spoke to as being currently known to the plain- 
tiffs’ firm and at the Manchester Gasworks as ‘‘ gas cinders.’”” For the 
defendant evidence was called which established that at the Oldham Gas- 
works, and in the Oldham coal trade, an entirely different article from 
that supplied by the plaintiffs went under the name “‘ gas cinders,” and 
that it was this which the defendant intended to order. Counsel for the 
defendant referred to “Benjamin on Sales,” 3rd ed., p. 56, and to 
Thornton v. Kempster (5 Taunt. 786), and Rafles v. Wichelhaus (2 H. & C. 
906), and argued that there was a mistake as to the subject-matter of the 
contract which rendered it invalid. 


His Howovr took this view, holding that there was a misunderstanding 
between the parties, whose minds were never ad idem, and that there 
was never any binding contract. Judgment was given for the defendant, 
with costs. 








WANTED, LAW SOCIETIES. 


Tae following list of towns in which no law societies exist is taken 
from the appendix to Mr. Marshall’s paper, which we printed last week. 
Some of these towns are included in county or district law societies. The 

in brackets give the number of solicitors in 1873, the other figures 
give the number in 18 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL.. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this society, held on the 26th inst., Mr. T. Mott- 
Whitehouse in the chair, Dr. Bateman Napier moved, ‘‘That both 
professional etiquette and convenience forbid a barrister having personal 
communication with clients.’? The motion was supported by several 
gentlemen, but was unopposed, and on being put to the House was carried 
nem. con, 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The third meeting of the present session was held at the Law Institu- 
tion, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday, the 27th inst., Mr. J. Lithiby in the 
chair. The question for consideration was as to the desirability of adopt- 
ing Mr. Chamberlain’s proposal for free education. The debate was 
opened in the affirmative by Mr. Bilbrough, who was followed on the 
same side by Mr. Swinhoe. ll the subsequent speakers — Messrs. 
Gwynne, Griffith, Wheeler, Hicklin, Napier, Riddell, Bennett, Davidson, 
C. L. Smith, Goldsworthy, and Biden—were opposed to the opener, and 
the question, on being put to the House, was lost by a large majority. 








Mr. Hubbard, M.P., in a letter to the Times says : —‘‘ Of, the £4,000,000, 
completing with the death duties the £12,000,000 credited to the public 
revenue under the head of stamps, the most important items in the c of 














Bedford [14]... . . 19 | Leamington [22] . . ~~ 29] deeds and other instruments are—conveyances, settlements, mort 
Beverley [14] — . 19 | Lewes[{17} . . «  ~- 21) and leases. The twenty-eighth report estimates the product of these four 
Boston (Lincoln) [17] 16 | Lichfield [17].  . . =~ 18) duties, all bearing upon real property, at £900,000 a year. These 
Bridgwater [19] . 20 | Middlesborough [15] . . 30) duties seem, as a burden on land, and as an impediment to its easy 
Burton-on-Trent [14] 15 | Newark [17].  . - 22) transfer, to be strikingly at variance with every scientific principle 
Canterbury {18}. 19 | Newport (Monmouth) [33] . 54/ of taxation, and signally repugnant to the sentiment which seeks to 
36). 96 | Norwich [80] . . + + 87 | facilitate the multiplication of landed proprietors. Equal treatment of 
17] 16 | Oldham [20] . . . . 40} real and personal property demands that these duties be reduced to 
{14}. 19 | Oswestry [22]. . . . 22) the level of those charged upon personalty under like conditions. The 
Cheltenham [41] 42 Oxford [36] _. . .  . 36] duty on the transfer of stocks and shares is 2s. 6d. per £100. Can any 
po ecervent 11 | Penzance (14) - + «+ 10] yeason be alleged for denying to realty a reduction of 7s. 6d. 
Colchester [21 23 | Peterborough [16]. . . 15| £100 on conveyances and proportionate reductions upon the other 
Coventry [22] . 20 | Portsea [26] . ; ‘ . 36 | procedures?” 
Croydon {30} . 60 | Portsmouth [18] . ‘ . 46 
Darli 20) 29 | Reading [21] . ‘ ‘ . 27 
Derby [46] . 53 | Rochdale (26)) © . | 34 
Devonport oa 16 ao 18 2 ‘ . = 
33 | Salisbury (19]. .  . 25 
Dover [14] 13 | South Shields (16):  .  . 28 COURT PAPERS. 
Dudley U3 31 ven? ang ae . 46 — 
Deshem 38 Southsea [19]. . . . 39 
G ‘cl on 21 | Stockton [23] . : ’ 30 SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Halifax heck ae 57 ome 19]. : ; 4 Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Hanley ord) 55 | rou 2 e . . ° 
Harrogate a ‘ny 23 | Traro oH DL Tt] Date APG ORE Ae TV. O. Bacon, Mr zhetlee 
Hartlepool [11 26 eall [25] . . . . 38] Mon.,Nov. 2 Mr. Beal Mr. ’ 
ee [18]: . .  . 41 | Warrington [17] . . . 29| Tuesday... 3 “Leach * ie _— “Se 
Haverfordwest (Pembroke [16] 14 | Warwick [18]. 7 . 18} Wed. Farrer Carrington 
Hereford [26]. . » «+ 82 | Whitehaven [22] . F . £ cing ‘ Jackson 
Ipswich [38]. . . . 45 Wigan(27]) . . . . & King Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. . 
Ward Mr. Koe 
Tomberton yore 
LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. Wea = Koo 
Pemberton Clowes 


Mr. Jonw Ferpezicx Pert Rawson, barrister, has been appointed 
Law Lecturer at Pembroke College, Cambridge. Mr. Rawlinson is the 
youngest son of Sir Christopher Rawlinson, and was born in 1861. He 
was educated at Trinity Co , Cambridge, where he graduated in the 
first class of the Law Tripos 1882. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in June, 1854. 


Mr. Barmoxyn Dovoras Trorrez, solicitor (of the firm of Windus & 
Trotter), of Epping and Harlow, has been appointed Deputy Sheriff and 
Returning Officer for the Epping Division of the County of Essex. 

Mr. Trotter was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 


Viscount Eutrs= has been elected Chairman of the Carmarthenshire 
Sessions. 


Mr, Hewny Surxeit Harwns, solicitor (of the firm of Haynes & Clifton) 
4, Tokenhouse-yard, and of Stratford and Romford, has been aj ted 
Pe, s and staf Officer for the Romford Di of 

County of Wasex. . Haynes is registrar ¢ Romford Count 
Titans the magistrates and deputy-lieutenancy for the Bence 
tres and clerk of the peace, clerk to the magistrates, and coroner 
g Atte er. He was admitted a solicitor in 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1886. 


AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE) 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 
(Continued from page 807.) 
Lord Camoys v Mayor, &0, of Burslem app of pit from judgt of V O Bacon 
June 

Bicol v Nicol op of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice North July 2 

Construction of Will In re Thompson, decd, Tweed v Wilmott “pp of plt from 
order of V C Bacon refasiog application for division of surplus July 2 

The United Telephone Co, lmd, v Donohoe app of plt Co from juigt of V C Bacon 


Jaly 4 
In 1 ‘aiicingen, decd, Atkinson v B and Settled Land Act, 1882 ed of plts 
declaration of Mr Justice Pearson that appnt tenant for life only 

aly 7 


Spowsge v Batt oP od Wis trees fudts of bas Yeotion J 





aly 9 
) AF ee app of pit from edgt of My Justice Obitty and opp mta hy onder 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE . 
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Dawson v Dawson, Dawaon v Poole, Dawson v Milne spp of defts J W Dawson 
and Wife from judgt of Mr Justice Pearson July 10 

a = = Beats app of deft Edward Edwards from judgt of Mr Justice Kay 

uly : 

Hordern v Faulkner app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Field sitting as an addi- 
tional judge of the gy Division for Mr Justice Chitty Jaly 17 

In re Robert Francis Jenner, decd, Collier vy Jenner, Jennerv Jenner app of deft 
= ~~ from refusal of Mr Justice Chitty to vary chief clerk’s certificate 

uly 

In re Robert Francis Jenner, decd, Collier v Jenner, Jenner v Jenner app of 
deft Gertrude Jenner from refusal of Mr Justice Chitty to vary chief clerk’s 
certificate July 18 

Miles v New Zealand Alford Estates Co, Imd app of deft Co from judgt of Mr 
Justice North July 20 

Inre The Aberdare and Plymouth Co, lmd, and Co’s Acts (White and Shaxson’s 
claim) app of the Assets Co from order of Mr Justice Chitty July 20 

(Divorce) Louisa Lowe v George Lowe app of George Lowe from judgment of 
President Sir James Hannen for restitution of conjugal rights July 23 

In re H C Tunnicliffe, decd Thornewill v Tunnicliffe app of deft Annie O Tunni- 
cliffe from order of Mr Justice Chitty July 23 

In re applictn of G F Lyndon (trading as W A Lyndon) for registration of 
Trade Marks No 39,939 and 39,942, and J Bedford & Sons opposition thereto 
and Patents, &c, Act app of G F Lyndon (trading, &c) from refasal of Mr 
Justice Pearson to register trade mark July 27 

Scott v Pape app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice North —_ 28 

In re The Duke of Marlborough’s Settlement Trusts, The e of Marlborough 
v Hon E Marjoribanks spp of Hon E Masjoribanks, gdo of iofant Marquis of 
Blandford fiom order of Mr Justice Chitty July 30 

Knowles v The Brad‘ord Old Bank, 1md app of de'ts from jadgt of V C Bacon 


July 31 

In re i Wheatley, decd, In re M Wheatley, decd, Smith v Spance app of Dora 
Davison, widow, and anr from order of Mr Justice Chitty on far con Aug 4 

In re Joseph Wood, deod, and In re the Guardians of the Poor of the P arishes 
of St Margaret and St John the Evangelist, Westminster and Downin g-street 
Public Offices, &o, Act, 1885, and other Acts app of H.M.Commrs for Works 
and Buildings from order of V C Bacon as to costs Aug 6 

In re a Contract for sale of Real Estates between Augusta Terry and James 
White and V & P Act, 1874 (compensation for misdescription) app of vendor 
from order of V C Bacon Aug 6 

In re Bruin, decd, Bruin vy Mills app of pltfrom order of Mr Justice Pearson on 
fur con Acg 7 

Fleet v The Managers of the Metropolitan Asylums District app of plts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Pearson Aug 8 

Young v The Mynyddygarreg and Kidwelly Ry and Lime Co, lmd app of plt 
from judgt of Mr Justice Kay Aug 10 

Taper ae Mostyn app of Lady Mostyn and ors from refusal of V C Bacon 

ug 

Inre TLO aw, dec, Duckworth v Openshaw app of defts Geo Bromilow 
and Wife from order of V C Bacon on fur con Aug 10 

Clover v The Wilts and Western Benefit Building ety app of deft Society 
from refusal of V C Bacon to vary chief clerk’s certificate Aug 11 

In re R F Jenner, dec, Collier v Jenner, Jenner v Jenner app of Gertrude Jenner, 
spinster, from orders of Mr Justice Chitty, dated July 10 and Aug 4 Aug Il 

Ward v The Sittingbourn and Sheerness Ry Co app of pit from order of Mr Jus- 
tice Pearson for pay ment consequent upon inquiry and account Aug 11 

In re Crawley, decd, Acton v Crawley app of dett Jno Crawley from judgt of Mr 
Justice Pearson on originating summons Aug 13 

In re Samuel Swire, decd, Mellor vy Swire appof Edwin Storer, having conduct, 
&o, from order of V C Bacon on fur con and sums to Aug 14 

(Divorce) Mary Parry v Samuel Parry app of Mary Parry from part of the jadgt 
of Mr J a Butt limiting costs to money paid into court and refusing fall 
custs Aug 

In re John B: zward, decd, Bozward v Bozward app of deft J L Bezward from 
pene Mr Justice Pearson disallowing ol aims against testator’s estate 

ug 

Inre an application of Messrs Charlton and Dugdale, No 7,269, and Trade Mark 
Registration Act, 1875, and Patents, &c, Act, 1883—opposition of Billington 
Bros app of Messrs Biliiagton Bros from refusal of Mr Justice Pearson to 
expunge trade mark from register Aug 15 

In re ‘trade Mark No 12,175, Class 18, registered by Atkins’ Filter and Engi- 
neering Cv, Imd, and Patents, &o, Act, 1883 app of Messrs Lipscombe & Co 
from refusal of V C Bacon to order registration Aug 21 

In re Leasehold Premises in Blae Anchor alley, Brook street, Limehouse, and 
Artisans, &0, Act, 1875, and Lands Clauses Act, 1885 app of Richard Crick 
from order of V C Bacon directing ae out of court Aug 21 

Pugh v Jones app of pits from order of VY C Bacon refusing application to vary 
chief clerk's certificate with costs Aug 24 

In re Geo Perton, deod Pearson and ors v Attoraey-General “pp of W A Whit- 
aker and Wife (parties attending, &c), from order of Mr Justice Chitty dis- 
allowing claim and declaring for iliegitimacy Aug 24 

In the Matter of two applications, Nos 34,746, and 34,747, by W Creed, Arnold 
Thomas and Edward Craddick, exora of R 8 Hudson, deod, for the registration 
of Trade Mark, and Patent, &o, Aot, 1883 “Pp of Chas Lowe and anr (tradin 
as T C Caivert & Co) from an order of V C Bacon giving liberty to proceed 
with registration Aug 26 

In re Contract for Sale of Ground Rents secured upon Houses in St Andrew, 
Teal, and Viaduct streete, Bethnal Green, dated 4th Marob, 1885, made 
between Henry A Tuck and 8 Culff, and V and P Aot, 1874 app of H A Tuck 
from order of Mr Justice Pearson that requisition ae to title not sufficiently 
answered Aug 26 

In re Geo Bolton, dec Brown vy Bolton app of dft J A Bolton, an infant, b 
goardian ad litem, from order of Mr Justice Kay as to title to proceeds ot 
residuary estate Aug 26 

In re Trace Mark, No 28,942, of Christien Christiansen and Patent &o Aot, 1883 
app of the Nitedals Tacndst.kfabrik of Christiana, Norway, from order of Mr 
Justice Chitty dismissing appln to rectify register Aug 28 

De Caux v Skipper ‘Tee v De Caux app of dtt Mariaune Tee from judgt of V C 
Bacon for foreclosure Sept 2 

Divorce (heard im camera) Doddrell otherwise Bond v Bond Bond v Bond and 
= ~—e 1 app of petar in let suit and ree —_ oy in Qad suit 

m jadgt of Mr Jusuve Dutt dismissing of pullity pronouncing 

deoree nisl jor dissolution Sept 2 i 


Divorce H S E Reeves, petnr v Amy Capel Reeves, Ernest Fryer and ors 
a Gods Benet 1 ¢ 


co-respts) spp of petar from Mr Augast, 1885, 
no order as to ts pro in settlement and reversion, and for order to make 
re-settlement for fit of children Sept 4 


In re Cartago Land and Co’s Acts app of petnr C E Wiowood-Smith from Mr 
Justice A L Smith, sitting as Vacation Judge for Mr Justice Kay, refusing 
wioding up order Sept 8 

Williamson v North Staffordshire Ry Co Biggs v North Staffordshire Ry Co app 

- of dft W Sceyd from judgt of V C Bacon Sept 9 

In re W S Edgar, dec Hale v Edgar app of dfts (other than E Clotworthy, 
Robert Clotworthy and Lewis) Edgar from order of Mr Jastice Kay Sept 11 

In re Patent Designs and T M Act, 1433, and Trade Marks Nos 28,402, 35,188, 
and 39,710 registered by Richard Hayward & Sons app of Hayward & Sons 
from order of Mr Juatice Kay expunging T M 39,710 from register Sept 14 

Watson v Cave Allen v Cave Tyler v Rait app of Mr Procter from order of 
Mr Justice Chitty upon petition Sept 19 

The United Telephone Co Id v Bassano and Slater app of dft from judgt of Mr 
Justice North Sept 23 

In re Hadden’s Patent and In re Boult’s Patent Designs and T M Act, 1883 
Walker v The Hydro Carbon Syndicate 1d app ot Robert Wa'ker from order 
of V C Bacon dismissing petition Sept 24 

In re The New Callao Id and Co’s Acts, 1862 and 1867 app of the Co from wird- 
ing up order made by Mr Justice A L Smith sitting as Vacation Judge for Mr 
Justics Kay Oct 2 

In re The West Callao Gold Mining Co and Co’s Acts app of the Co from wind- 
ing up order made by Mr Justice A L Smith sitting as Vacation Judge Oot 2 

In re James Aékins’s Volun'ary Settlement Trusts and Susannah M Chadwick's 
Share of Bank Annuities and 10 & 11 Victc 96 app of Susannah M Chadwick 
by next friend &c from V C Bacon dismissing appin to vary C C Certificate 

ot 13 

In re The Neath Harbour Smelting and Rolling Works ld & C»’s Acts app of W 
St-vens (Petition) from order of Mr Justice Mathew sitting as Vacation Judge 
for Mr Justice Chitty Oct 16 

Croydon v The Prudential Loan & Disot Cold app of deft Co from judgt of Mr 
Justice Pearson Oct 16 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancsry Division. 
Separate List. 


1885. 

Goo-bh v The London Banking Association 1d app of 4fts from Mr J ustice Pea r- 
son restraining di-tribution of assets by liquidator July 27 

(Probate) G Willis v Earl Besuchanmp and A F Coe app of G Willis from 
order of Mr Justice Butt on suwmons dismissing action as frivuleus and vexa- 
tious Aug l f 

Cope v Cope app of pits from order of Mr Justice Kay staying proceedings until 
after arbitration 

Goldemid, Bart v The Great Eastern Ry Co app of dfts from order of V C Bacon 
varying Chief Clerk’s Certificate on inquiry as to damages Aug 7 

Humphreys y Jones app of dfts from V C Bacon disallowing objections to taxa- 
tion Aug 11 

In re Syud Ullee Noosrut Ullee, Miriam Begum and Vaheedoonissa, Begum, 
Infants, by Sarah Begum orse Sarah Venneil their next friend app of intants 
by next friend from order of Mr Justice Chitty Aug 12 

— v B Hiret & Sons app of ¢éfts from order of V C Bacon dated 5 Aug, 
18 

a 4 —_ PP of plt in person from order of Mr Justice Chitty dated Aug 7, 
1 ug 

In re J Whitham, deo Whitham v Whitham app of pits from order of Mr Justice 
Pearson for re of dft Whitham from prison Aug 18 

In re J Butler, dec Huntley v Butler app of pits from four diy order of Mr 
Justice Kay for payment of money Aug 3 

Cowell v Taylor app of dft from Mr Justice Chitty refusing to order security for 
dft’s cost of action Aug 25 

Paulet, widow v Lloyd app of dft from order of V C Bacon for appcintment of 
trustee Aug 25 - 

Bristow v Swith app of pit in person from Mr Justice Chitty refusing to commit 
for breach of injunction Aug’ 31 

Marsden v Newton app of Provisional Official Liquidator from Mr Justice A L 
Smith for Mr Justice Uhitty directing withdrawat from possession of ship and 
delivery of stores to receiver Sept 2 

Rowlands v Williams and In re Attorneys &o Act, 22, 24 Victo 122 app of daft 
W Williams from Mr Justice Kay granting charging order for coste on share 
of partnership assets Sept 3 

Romano v Hodges app of pitff from order of Mr Justice A L Smith (for Mr 
ae | Gag) sims to restrain advertising by posters ow fromt of No 400 

tran 1 


In re E W Steward dec Gould vy Steward app of S B Bennett pees from 
order , * 3 ustice Chitry setting aside appearance without authority with 
cos's pt 1: 

In re A Smith deo Moore vy Smith app of pltif from order of Mr Justios A L 
Smith sitting as Vacation J for Mr Justice Kay dismissing motion for 
appointment of receiver Sept 21 

Bannister v Clift app of pltff from Mr Jastioe A L Smith sitting as Vacation 
Judge ~~ | panes oi recsiver of property comprised im equitable 
mortgage Sept : 

In re J O'Callighan deo O’Callighan v O’Callighan sep of plt® from Mr 
Justice A L Smith sitting as Vacation Judge for V C Bacon refasing to 
restrain receipt of money deposited by administratrix Sept 22 

In re The Clayton Mill Manufacturing Co ld & Co's Acts app of W Hopwood 
from Mr Justice A L Smith sittiog as Vacation J to 
Sonata and to restrain liquidator from removal of sale of Co's &e 
2 


Mellor vy Thompeon app of deft J Thompeon from Mr Jesticn A L Smith 
sitting as Vacation Judge for Mr Justice Caitty restraining disclosare of trade 
secret Sept 29 


Appeals from the County Palatine Court of Lancaster. 
From mene Order. 


In re M A Andrews, deo & Eleanor Andrewa, deo Padley ¥ of 
ple tom order of the Vice Chan eller diemlesiag enc equenebane 





A Andrews, de. Sept 23 
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From Final Orders and Judgments. 

Io re Southp rt avd West Lancashire Banking Co, Id & Co’s Acts, 1862 ard 1880, 
and Chencery Lancaster Acts, 1850 and 1854 (contributory case) app of 
Herbert Kidson the livaidatur from order of the Vice Chancellor, dated Jan 
27,1885 Feb 11 

In re Blackburn and District Benefit Building Soo & Co’s Acts and 6 & 7 Wm 4 
© $2, and Lancaster Acts, 1850—1854 (W. Holland’sclaim) app of Official 

from order of the Vice Chancellor, dated 19 Jan, 1885 Feb 17 

Cr v Walker and Lomax. Imd, and anr, Walker and Lomax, lmd, and ane 
v Cropper (By Claim and Counter-Claim) spp of defts Walker and Lomax, 
Ind, and aor from judgt of the Vice Chancellor, dated Jan 23,1885 March 23 

Earle v Orford app of pits from jadgt of the Vice Chancellor, dated Nov 20, 
1884 Ma-ch 24 

Local Board of Farnworth, County of L ter, v Compt app of pits from 
the jadgt of the Vice Chancellor, dated 5 Nov, 1884 April 24 

The Dunkenhalgh Colliery Co, lmd, v Pickus app of plt Co from judgt of the 

Bh spor) ¢ Willinnce goer ro etek th dgt of the Vice Ch 

v Williams app of plt from part of the jadgt of the Vice Chan- 
wollen, noted Jan 15, 1885, Ae notice of contention by defte June 5 

In rea Cortract dated Jan 20, 1885, between Messrs Darbishire and anr, agents 
for the Co-operative Wholesale Society, lmd, as vendors and George Kershaw 
as of hereditamente in Dantzic street and Fisher street, Manchester, 
and V & P Act, 1850—1854 app of George Kersbaw from order of the Vico 
Chanccelior setting aside objections to title Jane 10 

The Liverpool Grain Elevator Co, Imd, v Brice app of pits from judgt of the 
Vice Chancellor, dated May 13,1885 July 1 

In re Jas Schofield and Sons, Jmd, and Co’s Acts and Chancery Lancaster Acts 
app of J B Whitworth and anr from order of the Vics Chancellor, dated Juae 
19, 1885 July 10 

M-nches’er District Rolfs v Aders, Millington vy Rolfs app of deft Thomas 
Milli » from jadgt of the Vice Chancellor, dated July 3 July 14 

Ip re John Fletcher, dec Faulkner v Farrar appl of pit from jdgt of the Vice- 
Chancellor éated June 22, 1885 Ang 19 

Ia re H & S Johnson, dex Johnson v Hodee appl of deft John Johnson from 
jdgt of Vice-Chancallor dated Aug 10, 1885 Sept 16 

Tbe Chamber Colliery Co ld v Hopwood appl of plt from jdgt of the Vice- 
Chancellor dated June 22, 1885 Sept 22 





Original Motion. 

Raines v Mellor & anr (County Palatine appl) appl of pit for variation of 
eee of —_ of Court of Appeal made July 22, 1885 on appl from the 

ice- 

N.B.—The County Palatine Appeals as the dates of setting down are reached in 
the General and Separate Lists are ect aside and taken on the first Thureday 
in every montb. 

Appeals from the Chancery Division. 
(Standing over for Security for Costs.) 
as pee Brake Co ld appl of plt from refusel of VC Bacon to post- 


pone 

Lawson v Vacuum Brake Co.1ld appl of pit from order of VC Bacon dated 
July 4, 1884 Aug 13, 1884 (security ordjered Jan 12, 1885) 

In re The United S:ock Exchange Co ld & Co’s Acts appl of Petar, R. 8. 
Agnew from refu-al of VU Bacon Jan 8, 1885 (security for £30 ordered 
Feb 18, 1885) 

Clough v Cure appl of vit from jdgt of VC Bacon Feb 12,1885 (security for 
£30 ordered May 6, 1835) 

Walters v Lanccshire & Yorkshire Ry C» appl of pit from jdgt of VC Bacon 
eee Ser ea May 8, 1885 (security for £25 order d Aug 11, 1885) 

Tsrrant v Taylor *ppl of pit from decision of VC Bacon that statement does 
not disclose cause of action July 6 (security for £25 ordered July 22, 1885) 

(Probste) Smith v Roberts and ors (Hughes intervening, Marzetti cited) appl 
of Margaret Josephine Smith from the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Batt 
refusing new trial—action tried by Sir James Hannen July 25, 1885 (security 
for £100 ordered Aug 6) 


PROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
AUMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 
(Continued from page 808.) 
Bill of eale—Interpleader Ward v Smith 1 of plt from jdgt of Baron Pollock 
im Middlesex without 2 jury June 22 — -~ 
Keith v Burke appl cf pit from jadgt of Baron Pollock at trial June23 
v o—. appl of dite from jdgt of Justices Manisty and Wills on 
une 7 


i 


with a special jary aside claim on a 


Baines v Wright anison appl of pit from jdgt of Baron Pollock & Mr Justice 
Ne hee py referee's repr dase 26 a 
The Vestry of St Luke, Mi v Tae Regent’s Canal, City, and Docks Ry 
Co dag? ere ty of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Manisty on 
une 


cation of 83 Hooleyy The Licensing Jastices for Pirehill 
‘orth, in of Stafford (Q B Crown Side) appl of pit from pis of 

setting aside verdict for plt on mandamus June 30 
from judgt of Baron Pollock ar trial in Middlesex 


M 8 Solicitor (taxation) Ex Mrs George app of A W 
from the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Jeutle Mathew reversing order of 
Mr Justice Wills, dismissing sppin for taxation July 3 
Coe end oxy v Conll ond cae of pits in person from judgt of Mr Justice 
dated June 22, 1864, at with jury July 4 
OS nawene v Pettio & Sen B44 ? pit from jadgt of Mr Justice Wills in 
7 


feous of Stock) The Whitehaven Joint Stock Banking Co v Bir 

BJ Reet and ors app of ati Pearce from judgt of Mr Justice Cave at trial 

Sithout coste—aleo app of dit Goodeon frm same judgt Jaly 7 

Is :e¢RO » one, Ke (now dec) app of Msughem’s execu‘ors from the 
Lind Chief Justice and Mr Justice Mathew affirming order for taxation July 7 

(Breach J Farming Covensat-) Bo ¥ ¥ Bovth app of aft in perron from jadgt 


Edwd Wright, Secretary of Lewisham District Board of Works v J B Ingle and 
ors, and J B Ingle and ors v Edward Wright (Q B Crown Side) app of J B 
affirming 


Ingle and ors from the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Mathew 
part of rating order July 11 
W Meyerstein & Co v The Eastern Agency ld app of dfts from judgt of Baron 


Huddleston at trial July 15 

W Ford & Sons v The Met and Met District Ry Cos app of dfts from judgt of 

Mr Justice Day at trial without a j July 20 

TT sae & Cov Vigors pa deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day after 
y 


Thorman v Burt and ors app of dfte from iadgt of Mr Justice Grove on claim and 
coun‘er claim at trial in Middlesex July 23 

(Libel) Grant v Yates app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Hawkins at trial in 
Middlesex with a epecial jury July 23 

36 & 37 Vict 0 48,826 Inrean appin to the Railway Commrs of Messrs James 

Hall and Co against the L B& 8 CRyCo QB Crown side appl of Mesers 

J Hall & Co from Justices Manisty Wills reversing order of Ry Commrs 

on special case Jaly 23 

Evans v Price appl of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice Grove at trial in Middlesex 

without a jury we Big 

The Newcastle Steamship Indemnity Assoc v Nicholson & anr appl of dfts from 

jugt of Mr Justice Mathew at trialut Newcastle Jaly 27 

Mayhew v. Bromilow, Foster, & Co ld appl of dfts from part of jdgt of Mr 

Justice Wills at trial July 80 

Garcia & anr (trading as Garcia & Co) v The New Malden Local Board of Health 

appl of pits from jdzt of Mr Justice Hawkins at trial with a jury Au 

— v Seckham appl of dft from jdgt of Baron Pollock at at 

Aug 

Fraudulent Assignment, under 13 Elzc5 Halmshaw v The M 8S & L Ry Co 
appl of dfts from jdgt of Baron Pollock at trial at Lincoln Aug 7 

The Queen on the prosecution of the Corpn of London v the Croydon and Nor- 
wood Tramways Co (Q B Crown side) appl of the prosecutors from the Lord 
—_ Justice and Lord Justice Fry discharging nisi for mandamus to relay 

Aug7 

Contract for Rolling Stock Browa, Marshalls, & Co v Antony Gibbs and Sn 
appl of pits from jdgt of Mr Justice Day at trial in Middlesex Aug 7 

Damages for versonal iojary Juggins v TheG W Ry Co appl of pl: from jdgt 
of Baron Huddleston at trial with a jary ia Middlesex Aug 8 

Forfeiture ofshares Simmons and ors (on behalf of selves and other shereholders 
in West Devon Great Consoles Mines) v Phillips appl of plte from jdgt of Mr 
Justice A L Smith at trial Aug 8 

Davies 4) = a ant appl of dft J Kerfoot from jdgt of Mr Justice Stephon 
attrial Aug 

Ship Amsterdam Bencherdorft, Berger, & Cov Owners of Amsterdam appl of 
pits fram jdgt of the President, dated Aug 3, 1885 gy aseessors) Aug 10 

Savary, Young, & Co v Priestman and Co appl of pit from jdgt of Mr Justice 
Manisty at trial and dft’s notice of contention on appl Aug 12 

Toye v Moore appl of dit from jdgt of Mr Justive Day on claim and counter 
claim at trial in Middlesex Aug 12 

Wostenholm & aor v Sheffield Union Banking Co ld (Sheffield District Registry) 
app ?¢ dette from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial at Leeds without a jury 
A 4 


cester 


ug 

Easterbrook & anr v The Great Western Ry Co app of pitff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Wills at trial in Middlesex without a jury Aug 12 

The Ocean Steam Shipping Co v Anderson Tritton & Co app of pltffis from 
judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial Aug 17 

Rawlins v Stevenson & ors app of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Tay at trial at 
Warwick Aesz*s Aug 20 

The Hydraulic Engineering Co!d v J Spencer & Sons app of deft from judgt of 
the Lord Chief Justice on claim and counter claim at trial without a jury 


Aug 

Interpleader Issue Dudley v Davidson app of pltff from jadgt of Mr Justice 
Lopes at trial at Liverpool Aug 21 

Fox v MacAndrew app of deft from jndgt of J R Bulwer Eeq QC at trial at 
Chelmsford ana 2s 

F H Lloyd & Co v Mowatt (trading at Milford Haven as Tne Castle Steel & Iron 
Works) app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice A L Smith at trial at Birming- 
ham without a jury on claim and counter claim Sept 8 

ba ty A v Jones app of pitff from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial at Bristol 

t 


FROM PROBATE DIVORCE & ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearing 
With — Assessors. 
Claudia & Polam (damage) Stevens Mawson & Goss v Edward Jordan 
nam? os app of pitfis from the judgt of the President dated Deo 19 1884 
ar 


Ship Newbattle (damage) Owners of Louise Marie and ors v Owners of New- 
battle ht app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated Feb 11, 


1885 March 19 

= ee (salvage) Alfred Suart and ors, Owners, Master, and Crew of 

tian v Owners cf Hartlepools, —- and feeight app of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Butt, dated March 31,1885 April 1 

Ship Admiral Moorrom (dawage) Owners of Banta Claravy N & N W Ry Co, 
Owners of the 88 Admiral Moersom app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice 
Batt, dated Feb 24, 1885 April 11 

Ship Kbor (damege) Owners of Telesilla vOwners of Ebor app of plts from 
judgt of the President, dated April 30, 1885 May 19 

Ship Egyptien Monarch Owners of Cochin sad oarg> v Owners of Egyptian 
aa gat om app of defts from judgt of Mr Jartice Butt, dated May 

, une 

Ship Resk Hillmanandors v Owners of Rask and freight app of defts from 
judgt of the President, dated May 8, 18856 June 9 

Ship Lady Wodehouse Owners of 88 Presto v Owners of 8S Lady Wodehouse 
app of pit nae of the President, dated May 11,; 18856 Jave 10 

Ship Chusan J W Upham v Owners of 88 Chosin app of defts from jadgt of 

r Justice Batt, dated Jane 15, 1885 te 





ustice Mathew at trial in lesex without jasy July 1] 


ly 2 
ey oe Jackson and ors, Owners of the Blanche, v Owners of Ship Tay app 
dotts from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated June 26, 18456 July @ 
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Ship Main Owners of ex The Kalajav Owners of the Main and freight 
app of defts from judgt of the President, dated Aug.7, 1885 Aug 19 

Ship Annot Lyle Owners of Meouphar and Cargo v Owners of Annot Lyje 
app of pits judgt of Mr Justice Batt, dated July 15, 1885 Sept 18 


From the Queen’s Bench gga Sitting in Bankruptcy, 


In re Exparte Appeal from 
Lake & Taylor Spain Mr Registrar Hazlitt 
Sir J Carnac Simmons Mr Registrar Murray 
Lake & Taylor Spain Mr Registrar Hezlitt 
Lake & Taylor Spain Mr Registrar Hazlitt 
Bull Ball Mr Registrar Hazlitt 
Powers The Trustee Mr Justice Cave 
Sir R Mansel Iedell & ors Mr Justice Cave 
Chappell Ford Mr Justice Cave 
Lennox Lennox Mr Justice Cave 
Robertson Robertson Mr Registrar Hazlitt 
Player Player Mr Justice Cave 
Roberts Roberts QB Division 
Caldwell Caldwell Mr Registrar Pepys 

le Dearle Mr Registrar Pepys 


N.B.—Bankruptcy Appeals will be taken every Friday in Appeal Court I. until 
- further action 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Queen’s Bench Division. 
1885. 

Lindsay, Gracie & Co vy W Barter & Co app of dfte from Justices Grove and Den- 
man refasing new trial —action tried by Justice Cave at Newcastle July 10 

Smith v Scott app of dft from order of Justices Grove and Denman for new trial 
—action tried by Mr Justice Lopes at Liverpool July 15 

Ship Dione Owners of the Dione vy Owners of the Camden appl of Claimants 
intervening from order of the President confirming Registrar's Report Aug 10 

Bursill vy Tanner appl of W D Fresbfield from Justices Mathew, Cave and Wills 
affirming order of Mr. Justice A L Smith overraling objections to answer ques- 
tions on ground of privilege Aug 19 

Fray v The Enclosure Commissioners fur England and Wales appl of pit from 
the Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Butt refusing to vary taxn of costs by 
Master George Pollock under order of April 29, 1885 Aug. 22 

Ship Bellcairn Cory and 46 ors v The Owners of Cargo of Britannia & ors 
appl of some of dfts from order of Mr. Justice Butt confirming Registrar’s 


Report Aug 27 
Appeals from the Queen’s Bench Division. 
(Standing over for Security for Costs.) 

Vulliamy v Bowron app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial 
without a jury (security for £20 ordered July 15, 1885) Masch 11 

Harrison v The National Provincial Bank of England, lmd app of pits from 
Justices Grove, Manisty, and Lopes setting aside verdict and judgt (security 
for £10 ordered May 6, ie April 8 oe ae 

Chapman v Hay~an app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial in Middle- 
sex without a jury (security for £10 ordered July 1, 1885) April 24 : 

Reader v Langton app of deft from jadgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial without 
& jury (security for £10 ordered Jaly 29, 1885 June 19 

Cooke v pas en | ypp of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial (security 
for £15 ordered June 24, 1884) June 23 fe 

Vionet and anr v Barrett, Tomtinson, and anr app of pit from judgt of Mr 
Justice Wills, and application to adduce further oven (security for £25 
ordered July 16, 1885) July i 

De Mattos and Co v Great Eastern Steamship Co app of te from judgt of Mr 
Justice Stephen at trial (security for £50 ordered Aug 11, 1885) Aug 4 

Sayer v Hatton app of pit trom order of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice 

L Smith (security for £10 ordered July 16, 1885) July 14 

Church v Amer app of pit from the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice A L 
Smith refusing new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Lopes in Middlesex 
(eecurity ordered July 22, 1885) July 7 





QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
MicHARBLMAS S1TTINGs, 1885. 
(Continued from page 811.) 


Set down 2nd April 1885 Middlesex Com ie Financiere et Commerciale du 
Pacifique v Peruvian Guano Cold Mr C Russell Baron Huddleston 

Set down 2nd April 1885 Middlesex Shickle & ors v Lawrence & anr Sir H 
Giffard for deft C N Hoare Justice Stephen 

Set down 24th April 1885 Middlesex Dudman v North London Ry Co Mr 
Murphy LC J of England 

~~ se Lee g April 1885 Middlesex Neale v Clark Mr D Seymour LC J 

Dg 
Set down (28th April 1885 Middlesex Bush v Chaplin Mr McCall Justice 
Motion for Judgment to be argued with this Motion 
Set down 29th April 1885 Middlesex Pierson v Harvey Mr Greene LC J of 


Set down lst May 1885 Middlesex Cameron v Patent Cable Tramways Corpn 
Mr Gates L C J of England 
Op See oe chy 1885 Middlesex Ashmore v Borthwick MrMan LC J of 


Set down 6th May 1885 Middlesex Weedon v Gas Light & CokeCo Mr 
Molntyre Justice Grove 

Set down lith oo Middlesex Sanguinetti v Messiter and Wife Mr 
Murphy Justice Manisty 

Set down llth May 1885 Middlesex Latham v Goodmen Mr B Rowlands 
Baron Po'look 

Set down 12:h May 1885 Manobester Murdock v Funduklian Mr Collins 
Justice A L Smith 

Set down 18th May 1886 Liverpool Litledale & Cov Nacovzg & anr Mr 
MacCinkey Justice Wills 


Bet dowa | i= ae, Laverpeet Musgrove & Co v Nacous & anr Mr 





Set down 14th May 1885 Middlesex Hickman v Land Development Assoo ld 
Mr Witt Justice Grove 

Oe dom 1 May 1885 Middlesex Dodson v Owen Mr Cock Justice 
aw. 

one May 1885 Middlesex Ponder v Berkshire Mr Fillan Justice 


Set down 19th May 1885 Middlesex Goodge v Sims Mr Kisch Justice 
Hawkins i 
Set down 20th May 1885 ddlesex Cornwell v Simpkin MrG Brace Justice 


~~ down 20th May 1885 Middlesex ‘Tennent v Stocker Mr E Clarke Justice 

rove 

Set down 22nd May 1585 Middlesex Fisher v Stiles Mr Gully Justice Grove 

Set down 22ad y 1885 Middlesex Smith & ors v Batler & Co Mr 
Buckaill Justice A L Smith 

Set down 27th May 1885 Middlesex Holton & Wife v L & SW RyCo Mr 
Lockwood Justice 


Set down 27th May 1885 Middlesex Trower v Shepheard & ors pltffin Person 
Justice Denman 
Set down 30th May 1885 Middlesex Trower v Milman pltffin Person Jastice 


a oo 9th June 1885 Middlesex Norris v Catmur Mr Waddy Baron 
Set down 10th June 1885 Middlesex Hasker vChurch pltfin Person Baron 


Huddleston 
1S June 1885 Middlesex Lawrence v Oronoz & anr Mr Graham 
us ‘ave 
my ~~ ~~ Middlesex Smith v Reed & ors Mr L Smith Baron 
ui ton 
Set down 17th June 1885 Middlesex Coatsworth v Johnson Mr Marphy 
Baron Huddleston 
4 See 29th June 1885 Middlesex De Worms vy Hughes Mr Jelf Baron 


‘ollock 
Set down 2nd July 1885 Middlesex Spanish Minerals Co v Mordey & ors Mr 
Finlay Baron Huddleston 
Set down 3rd July 1885 Middlesex Frodsham vw Campbell & Co ld sued & 
Mr Cock Jastice A L Smith Motion for judgment to be argued with this 


motion 

Set down 4th July 1885 Middlesex Taylor & anrv Greene & anr sued & Mr 
Pyke Justice A L Smith 

Set down 6th July 1885 Middlesex Employers’ Liability Assce Corpn ld v 
Seott &anr Mr Lane Justice Manisty 

Set dowa 8th July 1885 Middlesex Saunders vy Pawley Mr E Clarke Justice 


Day 

ses 9th July 1885 Middlesex Carmichael y Lamb Mr L Smith Baron 

eston 

Set down 10th July 1885 Carlisle Kidd & anr trading vy Horn Mr Mattinson 
Justice Manisty 

Set down 10th July 1885 Middlesex Marshall & Co v Mussett sued & Mr 
Willis Justice Day 

Set down llth July 1885 Under-Sheriff of Middx Maskelyne v Bichop Mr D 


Seymoar 
Set down 14th July 1885 Middlesex Henry v Lowson Mr McColl Justice 


Da: 
Set down 17th July 1885 Middlesex Harris & Cov Hall & ors Mr RT Reid 


Justice Day 
Set down 17th Jaly 1885 Carlisle Hodgsonv L& N W RyCo Mr Gally 


Jastice Manisty 
1885 London Thompson vy L & N W Ry Co Mr 


Set down 17th Jul 
Molntyre Justice Day : 

Set down 17th July 1885 Salisbury Waters vy L& SW Ry Co Mr Charles 

Justice Field 


i 
Set down 20th July 1885 Official Referee J Anderson Esq Moxon vy Townshend 


Mr Dennis 
ees Se Sely Se. Under-Sheriff of Middx Gerhardty GN Ry Co Mr 


ag July 1885 Middlesex Moring v GW Ry Co Mr Backnill 
ustice Grove 
Set down 24th July 1885 Middlesex Everitt & anr v Williams Mr R T Reid 


Justice Wills 
ae Coe Sem daly 16s Monmouth Spittie v G W Ry Co Mr David 


astice Cave 
Set down 25th July 1885 Middlesex Jewson an infant v Gatti & amr sued and 
trading &o Mr Robson Justice Day 
eae sey a Middlesex Saville vy Guest & Co & anr Mr Woolf 
ustice 
Set down 29ch Jul 1885 Middlesex Larbey & ors v Greenwood & ant Mr 
Finlay Justice Grove Motion for judgment to be argued with this motion 
Set down 30th July 1885 Liverpool Walkerv L& NW RyCo Mr Ambrose 
Set dee Boek Faly 1885 Middlesex Self-Acting Sewing Machine Co Ki 
wn - 
Richards Mr Hamilton Justice Day 
Set down Siet ay 2 1885 Middlesex Blackbarn Low & Cov Haslam Mr 
ay 


Hollams Justice 
Set down let A: 1885 Goole Ia the Matter of an Election Petition from 
Goole Maraland & ors petnrs vy Hickman & anrrespts MrC Dodd M Griffiths 


Eeq Commr 
Set down Sth August 1885 Cardigan Griffiths vy Francis Mr B Rowlands 


Justice 

Set down 6th August 1885 Norwich W Norfolk Farmers’ Manure Co ld ¥ 
Archdale & ors Mr L Smith Baron Huddleston 

Set down 7th A 1885 Middlesex Ocean Steamship Co v Anderson Tritton 
&Uo Mr H Matthews ya | 

on age Monmouth Bailey v Liewellin Mr S Hill Justice 


ve 
Set og} aes 1885 Middlesex Neavev Hatherley amr Attorney- 
oe down — August 1885 Liverpool Rothwell ~ Johason Mr C R assell 
ustioe Lopes 
Set down llth A 1885 Stafford Sheedlootham v Hanley Collrecy Cu ld 
Mr Jelf Justice Cave 
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Set down 12th August 1885 Durham Rayner & aur v Standard Fire Office ld 
Mr Lockwood Justice Mathew 

Set down 12th August 1885 Liverpool Blackburn vy Whitaker & ors Mr 8 

* Taylor Justice Lopes 

Set doen 12th August 1885 Manchester RH & J Sharp Crapon Brine & Co 
Mr McColl Justice Manisty 

Set down 12th August 1885 Winchester Walles vy Boyd & ors Mr Bucknill 
Justice Field 

Set down 13th August 1885 Swansea Brown v GW Ry Co Mr Mclntyre 
Justice Denman 

Set down 17th August 1886 Swansea Hamer v Cambrian Ry Co Mr 
Swetenham Justices Denman 

Set down 19th August 1885 Liverpool Rothwell vy Johnson Mr C Russell 
Justice Lopes 

Set down 2st August 1885 Liverpool] Maddock vy The Wallasey Local Board 
Mr C Russell Justice Lopes 

Set down 25th August 1885 Birmingham Cottam & Son v Fergusson & anr 
Mr Jelf Justice A L Smith 

Set down 27th August 1885 Chelmsford Fox & ors v Ry Passengers Assce Co 
Mr tham Baron Huddleston 

Set down 9th October 1885 Birmingham Dugdale & ors v Gillett Mr Jelf 
Justice A L Smith 

Set down 10th October 1885 Birmingham Boyd v United Horse Shos & Nail 
Co MrGrain Justice A L Smith 


Orproszp MorTIoNs. 
In re Fowler Gent one &c 
Lotings v Commercial Union Assurance Co 
Brown Janson & Co vy Mc Craith & Co 
Brown v Liell 
Ramasy v Persee 
Svendson & ors v Wallace Bros 
Smith v Smith & ors 


Waterlow Bros & Layton v Poingdestre Mesnier & Co 

Hasker v Commissioners in Lunacy The Governors of the Royal Hospital of 
Betblehem & G H Savage 

Hart v Senior 

Grimwade v Arnott 

Owens & ors v Cheess & anr 

v Lowndes 

Franklin 

Killeen v Wyatt 

Daniel v The Neath Harbour Commissioners 

Hasker v The Commissioners in Lunacy & ors 

Same v Same 

The United Horse Shoe & Nail Co ld v Reynolds 

Dupont v Crook & ors 

Scott Bros v Adam Bros 


i 


if 


v Shepheard & ors 
&Cov , ep ana Co 


v anr 
Hind v Her Majesty’s Post-Master General and ors 

In re W T Bateson Gent one &c 

Davis v Dormer and anr 

Probate Divorce & Admiralty Division—Divores Division Cook y Cook 
v Loughton ond aor 

v Silvester and anr 

v Toe Wilts and Dorset Banking Co ld 

In re Gilbert and Tiechurst and Co v Coleman (claimant) 

Dawson v Dutton (Moody claimant) 

Simons v The Great Northern Railway Co and ors 

Mocody v Owens 

Hendry wv Tarner and Co 


il 


wae Waterman and 
v avr 
Tillett and Co v Jones and Co and ors 


ERxeGieTRaTion APPrEALs, 
y and County of City of Exeter Parishes of St Thomas St David ond St 
a pea ¥ Ford 
ravesend in the C of Kent (Upperand Lower Milton next 
Gravesend nese District Parish of Milton next Gravesend Me Quillen y 


Gated sppeal) 
sad Borough of Canterbury Parish of St Mary Northgate Loury v 
(Copaclidated sppes!) 
City of Cant Seme Atkinson vy Game (Consolidated « 1) 
City and of Canterbury Same Moffitt v Same (Comsoidated appeal) 
Sane Same 0’ Sullivan v Same (Consolidated appeal) 
aad Coonty of the City of Exeter Parishes Heavitree and of 8t David 


oa + Bien (Consol dated appea!) 
Same Same Semev Pardoe (Comatidated appeal) 
Seme Parish of Heavitres Game v Bernese 
Same Parishes of Heaviteos and of $: David Samev Tippiogs (Consolidated 


avich of Heavitese Same v Walli Conmolidates appesl 
Beams 7 Smerdon (Coneotideled a ¢ ) 
At Bidwell Jonesy Friend 


Dorect Kastorn Division (Swasage Polling District) Parish of 
Athinon Clerk of the Ponce for Dorest, (Comeclidatel appeal) 


4 


i 
f 


it 


; 
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Borough of Chatham, County of Kent (Brompton Polling District) Parish of 
a Herbert v aot of the Parish of Chatham Coonsalideted 
sppea wie 


Crown Parse. “A 

Bedfordehire, Luton Kelly and Wife v Pike CouutyCourt Nisitoenter jadgt 
for plaintiff or new triel H H Judge Whigham 

Yorkshire, Leeds The Queen v Registrar of County Court of Yorkshire holden 
at Leeds and Copping Nisi to sammon jury in action “ Copping v Copping”’ 
Expte C Copping 

Middlesex, Central Criminal Court The Queen v Legg Nisi for certiorari for 
indictment at instance of defendant 

Berkshire The Queen v Inhabitants of Parish of Steventon and ors Nisi for 
stay of exeoution Expte Abingdon Highway Board 

Hampshire, Petersfield Prior vL& S W Ry Co County Court plaintiff's nisi 
for new trial H H Judge Leonard 

Dorsetshire Guardians of Dorchester Union v Guardians of Weymouth Union 
Quarter Sessions Special case 12 and 13 Vic c 458 11 

Glamorganshire, Pontypridd Wales v Thomes Magistrate's case 

Met Pol Dis, Essex Hedges and Son v London and St Katherine Docks Co 
Magistrate’s ease 

Lincolnshire, Bourn Hemstock and ors v Huntand ors County Court Special 
case defendants’ appeal H H Judge Hughes 

Derbyshire Whitaker vy Derby Urban Sanitary Authority Magistrate’s case 

Bolton Smith v Butler Magistrate’s case 

Lancashire, Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Tomlinson v Ashworth Hadwen 
and Co County Court Special case defendant's appeal H H Judge 


Hughes 

Staffordshire, Newcastle under Lyme Brown and ors v Butterley Coal and Iron 
Co and ors County Court Nisi to enter judgment for defendants or new 
trial H H Judge Jordan 

Cambridgeshire, March Woolerson v Stimpson County Court Nisi to enter 
judgment for Deft or for new trial H H Judge Price 

Lavcashire, Liv l Welch vL & N W Ry Co County Court plaintiff's 
nisi for new H H Judge Collier 

Suffolk, Mildenhall Smith and Oliver v Soames (Kirkwood and ors claimants) 
County Court Claimants’ nisi for new trial H H Judge Roxburgh 

Middlesex Battesworth v Allingham Magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, W R Dewsbury &c Waterworks v Penistone Union Quarter 
Sessions Special case 12 and 13 Vico 458 11 

Derby Hall v Urban Sanitary Authority of Derby Magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Preece vy Gilling woe claimant) County Court 
Special Case Execution Creditor’s appes! H Judge Eddis 

Surrey, Southwark Grogan v London and Manchester Insurance Co County 
Court Nisi to enter judgt for plaintiff or new trial H H Judge Holroyd 

Glamorganshire The Queen v Gibbon and ors Jj &candanr Nisi State case 
Expte T Stuckberry 

Yorkshire, Leeds Cooke v B County Court Nisi for plaintiff on 
counter claim or new trial H H Juige Greenhow 

Eesex, Rochford and Southend Perry v Clark County Court Nisi for judgt 
for deft or new trial H H Saige Abdy 

Met Pol Dist Bewes vy Wond Magistrate’s case 

Cinque Porte The Queen v Hannem Esq and ors Jj and the Ramsgate Smack 
Owners’ Ice Co Nisi to Jj to state case Expte Hubbard 

London The Investment Co v Mabie Todd and Burd Mayor’s Court Nisi to 
enter jugdt for defendants or for new trial H H Judge 

Hadderefield Kirk v Coates Magistrates case 

Monmouthshire Lea v Abergavenny Improvement Commrs Same 

Middlesex, Westminster Conway v Clemence a Court Nisi to enter 
judgt for defendant or new trial J Scott - Dosey udge 

Surrey, Southwark Atkins v 8 E Ry Co County Court Nisi to enter judgt 
for defendant H H Judge Holroyd 

Glamorganshire, Merthyr 3 Jones v Thomas County Court Nisi to 
enter j te Set Benson Esq Deputy Judge 

C:oydon Jobneon v Mayor &c of Croydon Magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, Doncaster Carter v Rowley County Court Nisi to enter judgt for 
plaintiff H H Judge Bristowe 

Cheehire, Birkenhead Borticy Head Wrightson & Co County Court Nisi to 
enter judgt for plaint ff for increased damages H H Judge Ffoulkes 

Lancashire, Preston Hindle vy Counsell & ors County Court Special case 
Defendent’s appeal H H Judge Hutton 

Yorkrhice, Otley e & ors v Granwell County Court Nisi to enter 
judgt for defendant or new trial H H Judge Ingham 

Cumberland, Cockermouth Broadbent v Scyth County Court Nisi to enter 
judgt for defendant or new trial H H Judge Ingham 

Somersetshire Wareham & Purbeck Unionv Yeovil Union Quarter Sessions 
Special Care 12 &@ 13 Vico 46611 

Met Pol Dist Thomas & anr vy Howard M ate’s case 

Devonshire, Holsworthy Stucley v Allin (W Allin & anr claimants) Oounty 
Court Plaintiff's nisi for new trial § Underhay Esq Deputy Judge 

Lancashire, Liverpool Smith & anr v Peter Conor McIntyre & Uo County 
Court Plaintiff's nisi for new trial H H ple Thompson 

Wiltehire The Queen vy Lord Arundel! of Wardour & anr Jj &o and R Welch 
Nisi to Jj to hear complaint Uxpte Cleary 

Midalerex, Brentford fin & Son v Cheesewright County Court Nisi to 


enter j for detendant or new trial H H Judge Stonor 
Mla esta.inster In re Mitford & anr &o County Court Special case 
quity 


J Scott _ ate J udge 
Surrey The Queen v L&S W & Met District Ry Cos Niei for mandamus to 
sumn Jury to sssess &o Expte Trustees of Mr I'nomas’s marriage settlement 
Middlesex, Shoreditch Blomfield vy Robinson & anr Couaty Court Plaintiff's 
nisi for new trial H H Judge Prentice 
a tare Louth Hay v Jackson County Court Pleintifi’s nisi for new 


tris 

Derbyshire, Bel Redfern v Bambrigge & ors County Court Plaintiff’ 
je se trial MA Hi Judge Wooatord sia —— 

Norfolk The Queen v Nar Valley Drainage Board Nisi & mandamus to take 
upeward Kayte Harding 

Met Pol Dist The Qasen v Mansfield Koq Met Pol Magistrate & Met Board 
= Some Mist for cortiorsti for order or to assess compensation Bxpte H 

Montgomery Machynlleth Resse v 6 & ors Coun 
Pisa? ntel lor new Ciel "it H Judge Willems "® Pry: as 
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Middlesex, Westminster Parkinson v Potter County Vourt Nisi to enter judgt 
for deft or reduce verdict H H Juige Bayley 

London Matthews v Briggs Mayor’s Court Nisi for new trial 

Glamorganshire The Queen v Licensing Justices for District of Aberdare Nisi 
for mandamus to hear application Expte Morgan 

Met Pol Di-t The Queen v Shiel Esq Met Pol Magistrate & Pegg & ors Nisi 
to hear information Expte March 

Middlesex, Marylebone Johnstone v Milling County Court Nisi to enter 
jag: for defendant 

Met Pol Dist, Essex The Queen v Philips Esq Met Pol Magistrate and T Wat- 
ton (de Lillipat Road) Nisi to statecase Expte G E Ry Co 

Same The Queen v Same (de North Woolwich Road) Same 

Glamorganshire Totness Union v Cardiff Union Quarter Sessions Special 
case 12 & 13 Vic o 45 : 

Essex, Rochford & Southend Foster v Cotgrove County Court Plaintiff's 
nisi for new trial H H Judge Abdy 

Surrey, Lambeth Wiltshire y Orner County Court Pilaintiff’s nisi for new 
trial H H Judge Pit Taylor 


Middlesex The Queen v Churchwardens &c of Bromley St Leonard Nisi for 
mandamus to repay overpaid rates Expte East & West India Docks Co 

Lancashire, Manchester Beswick vy Downs & anr County Court Nisi to enter 
judgt for defendants H H Judge Russell 

Kent, Bromley Cartwright v Tomlin County Court Defendent’s nisi for new 
trial H H Judge Cox : 
Met Pol Dist, Esex The Queen v Phillips Esq Met Pol Magistrate and T 
Watton Nisito state case Expte Bidder & ors (North Woolwich Laad Co) 
Devonshire The Queen vy H H Judge Bere Judge of County Court of Devonshire 
— at Holsworthy and Withercombe Nisi tohear action with Jury Expte 

coins 

Warwickshire, Birmingham The Official Receiver as Trustee of the wi of 
H G Izon,a bankrupt v Tailby Nisi to enter judgt for defendant H 
Judge Chalmers 

Kent, Bromley Bealby v Barnett (Jacob claimant) County Court Plaintiff's 
bisi to reverse order for new trial H H Judge Cox 

Hertfordshire, Barnett Sewell & anr v Everett County Court Nisi to enter 
judgt for plaintiffs’ or new trial H H Judge 

Leicestershire Loughborough Highway Board vCurzon Magistrate’s case 

London De Clermont Donner & Lee v Brasch & Rothens City of London 
Court Special case Plaintiff's aopeal Mr Commissioner Kerr 

Nottinghamshire, Nottingham Green v Wright (Wright & anr claimants) 
County Court Nisi toenter judgt for claimants H H Judge Bristow 

Sheffield Sheffield Water Works vy Mayor &c of Sheffield Magistrate’s case 

Met Pol Dist, Kesex The Queen v Phillips Esq Met Pol Magiserate and T 
Watton Nisi to state case Expte Victoria Graving Docks Co 

Same The Queen v Same Nisi to state case Expte Chandler & Co 

Norfolk Yeliand v Winter Magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, Kingston apon Hull Metcalfe v Brown & ors County Court 
Defendente’ nisi for new trial H H Judge Bedwell . 

Met Pol Dist Met Board of Works v Nathan Magistrate’s case 

London Stanford v Stagg & ors City of London Court Nisi to enter judgt for 
defendants or new trial 

Yorkshire, Otley Paley v Garnett & Sons County Court Nisi to enter nonsuit 
or verdict for defendants or new trial H H Judge Powell 

Lincolnshire, Great Grimeby Hall v Billingham & Sone County Court Nisi 
to enter judgt for defendants or new trial fr H Judge Stephen 

Middlesex Grand Junc'ion Water Works Co v Peal Magistrate’s case 

Gloucestershire The Queen vIvens Order of Sessions Nisi to quash 

Beewick upon Tweed The Queen v Berwick upon Tweed Union & Church- 
wardens &o of Tweedmouth Order of Sessions Nisi to quash 

Great Yarmouth Wrate v Flaxman Magistrate's case 

Worcestershire Smith vy Hunt Magistrate’s case 

London Scott v Owen City of London Court Nisi to enter judgt for 
defendant or for new trial E T Besley Keq Deputy Judge 

Flintsbire The Queen v Loader Order of Sessions Nisi to quash 

Stockton, Durham © Stockton School Board v Shaw Magistrate’s case 

Birm ingham Bradley v Price Same 

Lancashire, Southport Darlow v Akehurst County Court Nisi to enter judgt 
for plaintiff or for new trial 

London Mahoney v Dawes & Co City of London Court Nisi to enter judgt for 
Defendants or for new trial ST Besley Esq Deputy Judge 

Bristol Guardians &o of the Poor of Bristol y Western Counties & South Wales 
Telephone Cold Magistrate’s case 

Same Western Counties & South Wales Telephone Co ld v Guardians & of the 


Poor of Bristol Magistrate’s case 
Berwick upon Tweed The Queen vy Smith Order of Sessions Nisi to quash 


REevenve Papsr, 
Cases re to Income Tax and Inhabited House Duty. 

Mayor, Commonalty & Citizens of Londop, Applts and Blake (Surveyor of Taxes) 
Respt Blake (Surveyor of Taxes) Applt and the Mayor, Commonalty & Citi- 
sens of London, Respts. 

St Andrew's Hospital, Northampton, Applts. and Shearsmith (Surveyor of Taxes) 


Respt. 
The Truro Public Rooms Co Appits and Armfield (Surveyor of Taxes) Res,t 
Purchas (Surveyor of Taxes) Applt and Fisher & Co Respte. 
DivistonaL List.—SumMany—New triale, 90; Special Pa 
- 67 ; Registration Appesls, 16; Crown Paper, 111; 
297. 
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The following is the rota of Queen’s Bench Division masters who will 
attend chambers during the Michaelmas Sittings—vis,, A to F—Mondays, 
Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Francis; Tuesdays, Thuredays, an 
Saturdays, Master Sir F, Pollock. G@ to N—-Mondays, Wednesdays, and 
Fridays, Master the Hon, BE, og ae 4 Tuesdays, Thuredays, and Satur- 
days, Master G. Pollock. © to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, 


ter Manley Smith; Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master 
until the Ist of December atter that dete Master Butles 





PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION, 
PROBATE." 


Actions to be Heard and Tried at Michaelmas Sittings, 1885. 

A List of Actions in the order ia which they are entered for Trial will Sopa’ 
at the Registry, Somerset House, -and Supplemental Lists will be printed from 
time to time. 

Parties must be prepared to try their Actions ten days after the same have been 


entered for Trial. 
Before the Court itself—Without Jury. 

Barre (Taylor & Co) v Parssord (Farrar & Farrar) (Q1es0’s Proctor interven - 
ing—stands over) 

Wellesley (Fladgate & Fladgate) v Dance (Fuord & Edward:) stands over till 
further applo 

King (Le Brasseur & Oakley) v Hornby and ors (In default) 

Timperson (Gray & Mounsey) v Nicholson (A J Spzechley) 

Gregson (Wilkinson & Son) v Gregson (F Shirley Turner) 

Tinnuchi (Blair & W B Girling) v Smart, Archer cited, & (Want & Harston) 

Priest (H Aird) v Priest (R & A Russell) 

Solicitor of Treasury (Hare & Co) v White (Withall & Co) 

Wightman & Rangeley (Jaques, Layton & Jaques) v Ward & Tarner (Hickin & 


Grabam 
Hopton (Gregory & Co) v Arneby (Fladgate & Fladgate 
Abbott & Bearman (Waite, Borrett & Co) v Wilstead (G W Dennis) 
Fowler (Edwin Andrew) v Fowler (Letts Bros 
Farrence (Peacock & Goddard) v Epps WH 2) 
Cook & Gardiner (Fieli Roscoe & Co) v Wright & Wright (White & Sons) 
Bradford & ors (Mote & Son) v Haynes & ors (Greenfield & Abbott) 
Simpson (Lucas & Sons) v Bousall & ors (Steadman & Co, Bolton Robbins & Co 
Bowness (Meredith & Co) v Fell (H W Chatterton) 
Cook & Cook (Burton & Co) v Cook & Cook (S Learoyd & James) 
Davies (Neleon & Son) v Davies (W T Harvey) 
Pearce (F Cherry) v Wright (Pettifer & Co) 
Puzzi (Buchanan & Rogers) v Pozzi (Denton, Hall & Bargin) 
House (Bolton, Robbins & Co) v Huuse (J T Rossiter) 
Jones (G Jones) v hag gh Hughes) 
Baker and ors (Miller & Miller) v Baker (Chester & Co) 


D Kingsford, ee Venn &C 

orman ngs 0) v Siaughter enn 2, 

Woolf (W Vant) v Shortiander & Davis (Saal con Saal Riiote for party 
cited) Woolf cited &o 

Burrows (Claxton & Hamilton) v Jones (Palmer & Bull) 


Special Juries. 
Wingrove (J E Dunn) v Wingrove (Hilleary & Layton) 
Coulton (Robins & Peters) v Greenweil (Chester & Co) 
Wilson & Parker (Surr, Gribble & Co) v Mortimer (T H Bartlett) 
—> a - = = &o a Orphan Corporation intervening 
ollyer- Bristow icholl, Manisty & Co) v Sharpe and ors (Sanderson 
& Holland, Hare & Co, ‘Nicholl, Manisty & Co) , ‘ 
Le~ (Satchell & Chepple) v Tcomer (Park, Nelson & Co) 
Cowburn & Davieon (KE W tye Pound (E B Tattershall) 
Backler (Wood, Bird & Wood) v English (Leonard & Leonard) 
Wild (Chester & Co) v Barlow & ora (Pritchard, Englefield & Co) 
Jones (R White) v Lloyd, exor of Edwards, dec (Griffiths Jones) 
Abbott (C W Hird) v Lean (Lewis & Lewis) 
— a and ors cited (W H Barrs) v Marston & Nowell (Field, 


0 
Summary—Court Itself 24; Common Juries 3; Special Juries 11; Total 38 





MATRIMONIAL Cavszs to be Heard and Tried at Michasimas 1885. 

phy bg Sg ty ye be pasted 
at the Regietry, Somerset House, and Lists will be printed from 
time to time. 

Parties must be prepared to try their Causes ten days after the same have been 


set down for Trial. 
Part-heard Cases. 

Notice to be given at Court when Parties are ready to proceed with the further 
Hearing of these Cases. 


Stockwell (A W Mills) v Stockwell end Stabbs (andefd) 7,454 
Keene (Wright & C) v Keene (undefd) 7, 
Bollea (i Durant) v Bollen (unafd) 8, 
Guilan (Nye & Greenwood) v (andefd) 8,834 
Jeal (A Haynes) v Jeal and Luckett (undefd) 9,061 
Steel (Purkis & Co) v Steel (undefd) 
Whiting, Sohn (J Cotte) ¥ Whiting, MA Cantetdy 9,070 (W W Nichalece) 
, John v Whiting, 
Sime (exry, Binas & Co) v Sims and Gakuin teuaas Our9 
Chegwidden (Pyke & Minchin) v Coegwiaden (andefo 
Wood, M A (FC Greenfield) v Wood, E fratetay 9, 
Jacason, M A (Dibben & Co) v Jackson, J (defo) 9,133 (J E Fox & Oo) 
Marob (Crosse & Sona) v March and Taylor (defd) 7,722 (Davie, Morgan & Co 


for any | 
Crossley, E (B Smith & Co) v I (andefé) (C Cartier 
Harvey (osey & Co) v np eee (unaete) ’ 
Before the Court itself—Undefeaded. 
Brandon (A BE Rosenthal) v Brandon & Brandon (comma 
Pewiress (Rodgers & yy A Pewtress (comma) ant & 
emg yr ty Mary i: . PR 
7 D(a J Ao vr te 
nee Ww i Roddie) ¥ basis te 
Y Sore & Co) ¥ ce orwee Thrapp (comma) N (L Rawlins 
Hebe AT) Wane) v Buea F Seamed SG Desig 
Beddve (J wn ag | v Beddoe & Wood 
Redwan (Llogledew, ince & Co) v Redman & Tittertan (Setohell & Oo for rept 
& 
JB @H Soott) e Lee, M 
ben ro aC sy = Bt 
Friend ( & temlin) v Friend 
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Smith (Steavenson & Couldwell) v Smith & Graves (Knight & Ravenhill for 


(O E Dawson) v Hartley (In Person) 

Marr ( ey Marr & Poupart orse Preston 
C H (W RB Philip) v White, J 

Che (Swinford Francis) v Cheney J Grayson 
Potts tt & Gane) v Potts, Pauper cause 
‘Cunliffes & Davenport) v Heaton & Dobson 
Murdoch (A W Mille) v Mardoch 
'g (Mozlev & Co) v Rosenberg, Pauper cause 
Kelly (Powell & Burt) v Newenbam otherwise Kelly otherwise Harcourt N 
F (A Leslie Antill) v Marriott, M W 
Pontifex otherwiee Hvoslef (Munton & Co) v Hvoslef. in camera, N (Lowless & 


Co) 
vid Fraser) v George, T 
amlin & Co) v Lambert & Dawson (Smith & Wilmer for respondent) 
Marcus (J Hands) v Marcus and Stratuli 
Cottam orwise Cottom Cons & Co) v Cottam orwise Cottom and Barlow 
McCarthy (H Bickerstetb) v MoCarthy, Pauper cause 
Woodward, M (T Hulbert) Woodward, A 
Bingham, E (Smiles & Co) v Bingham, T (In Person) 
Martin, M J (M K Braund) v Martin, T (In Person 
Roser orwise Chistianudis (H Sowton) v Christianudis, N (H S Hubbard) 
A M (Brook, Chapman, & Co) v Brooke, W S 
& Savery) v Slade JS 
(Clarke, Rewlins, & Co) v Smith, W J 
(H Fluker) v Wilson, Joseph 
8 & H Brandon) v Dealtry, E 
M (Nash & peg Bs Barding,B (J H Bartlett) RCR 
G Hamilton) v Elliott, HL JS 
& Baker) v Colton and Booth 
n, 8 A (Rodgers & Co) v Boddix gton, E 
(K ord & Co) v Cook, Mary Ann 
Maria (T Beard & Sone) v Isaac, S 
(Goldberg & Langdon) v McCowan 
(R Edridge) v Gann, L ¥ 
Bolton, Robbins & Co) v. Smart, Fredk 
urn & Berridge) v Burn & Askew 
as (S B Somerville) vy Thomas, John ? 
Crosther, ) peey & Co) v Crowther, M J (W H F Brooks) 
(J EB & H Scott) v Anderson & Wilson 
Coles (J Y Johnson) v Coles, McAlary & McDonnell 
Johreon (Pitman & Sons) v Johnson & Burdock 
Griffis, F K (G 8 & H Brandon) v Griffin, I N 
Greig (Harwood & Stephenson) v Greig & Harvey 
Wallis, E (A W Mille) v Wallie, J E 
Murray, James (Pattison & Co) v Murray, Jane 
orwee Martin (Kennedy, Hughes & Co) v. Chalmers, Pauper cause 
Toon (rein P Saab) T & 
v Topping & Anderton, Paup«r caus3 
Potter, Samuel (Farlow & Jackson) v Porter, Sarah Bs 
White (W & Co) v White & Wheatley 
Newcombe (4 ainwright & Baillie) vy Newcombe & Knipe 
— on & Capron) v Heathwaite & Hewison (F Brooke F Brooke 
Adams, A A (Ullithorne & Co) v Adams, J JS 
Jackson, E J (Emmett, Son & Stubbs) v Jackson, G 
Young (& A Chandler) v Young & White 
Barres (Lovell & Co) v Barnes & Phillips 
eunie (J Beard & Sons) v Lyons, Jacob (J Cotton) 
(Gregory & Co) v Clowes, 8 
Willisms, Louies (Clarke & Co) v Williams, Edward 
E A (Chester & Co) v Tilley, J H 
(Biliott & a. Burford, Pauper cause 
& Stuart (Mason & Edwards Mason & Edwards 


Ell 
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Ip 


il 


get 
if 
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) v Webb, VC 
v Jones, Strafford & Dodd 


v Bo John (C W Fiennes Clinton 
oeeun seeeens & Oo) v rittlebank 
Anscombe (J Davis) v Anscombe & Warne 
Massey (Chester & Co) v Massey 


fi 


Co) v Walker, A W 
ek& pn v Heavisides & Ringrose 


— te & Jenkins (Ia person, Wright & Co for Co- 
See Cain’ CA © Janes & Nieite 
cng amy Aa SY = Al aed 
Elven & Co) v Elven & Izaby 
Preer, KB (GH ) v Fraser, T 
ion Sh@umstane 
Brown. heeter v Brown, E 
Robineos, Ana lim & Co) v Robinson, A 
Wiltiaas, L thang Pa Te JT 
Seakbcees ¢ Brotrick, & Co) v King, H 
Sow ted On eT + aeatemect, pouper cause 
.6) ¥ 
Sets eee a) ey Ee samen 
Viarkeon & 
Pict, Ai reacle & Sohnen) v itt, IT edienn - 
Pearman (Soott & Baker) v Pearmas & Weever 
at & Beker) v Kussell & Ball 
May, J (Gregory & Co) vy May, 7 A 
Feute Betors the Coart iteclf—J)efenied. 


& Bone) v Powts (Johnson, Badd & Co) 8 O Hilar 

Acean Lewis) ¥ Acheson on, Tecodale & Co J68 , 

Sceumones (WH Herbert) + Johnstone (Lewis & Lewis) J 

Séuactoms (Lewis & Lewis) ¥ Jobestome, Blane & Carvalho (WH Herbert, 
» TA O-reep Bian, Abraham, Bim & Co for “-reep Carval bo) 

J (AH Crowther) y ako, HQ J 8 


} 


F 





Mawson (G H Hall) v Marson & Knight (T D Datton, T PD Datton for co-resp) 

Garland (J Haynes) v Garland & Arnill (Crowder & Co) Order security 

Douglas-Hanilton (Crosse & Sons) v Douglas- Hamilton (Lsthbridge & Prior) 

Chichester (Kaye & Guedalla) v Chiches‘e-, Boyer & Halley (F Brantley) 

Witten (Nash & Field) v Witten (Dibben & Boyle) 

McClaren (J K Eldridgs) v McClaren & Rafferty (Crossman & Co for resp and 
co-resp) Order for security 

Dickeson (Johnson & Co) v Dickeson (J Tucker) Paujer cause 

Rathven, E (Henry Perrett) v Ruthven (€ Clarke) 

Manners (F C Greenfield) v Manners & Betts Queen’s Proctor showing cause 

Dawson (Gregory & Co) v Dawson (R White) J 8 

Burr, by his Guardian (Saxton & Morgan) v Burr & Sharcod (W G Brighten for 
resp, Wastell & Ruddock for co-resp) 

Harrison, Emily (Hughes & Sons) v Harrison, R H (Alfred T Cox) 

Torriani (Pricr. Adams & Church) v Torriani (J Rexworthy) JS 

Manley (P B Matthews) v Manley (R B Johnson) JS 

Leeds, otberwise Cheape (Currie & Co) v Leeds (Booty & Bayliff) N In camera 

Hayes, F (Mills & Co) v Hayes (Thos Gosc tte) Act on petition 

Hough (Mozley & Dennison) v Hongh & Kirk (Hicklin & Washington) 


Markham, A (W T Ricketts) v Markham, W, 7,947 (Saxelby & Faulkner JS 

Doyle (C F Martelli) vy Doyle and Waraker (Waraker, Johnson & Co for co- 
respt) 

Beveridge (Beard & Son) v Beveridge (Lindo & Co) JS 


Knowleon (W M Phillips) v Knowleon, Pauper clause (H Levy) JS 

Carpenter, A C (Bolton & Co) v Carpenter, H J (Cuckef & Lake) 

Abbott, M (T D Dutton) v Abbott, Arthur (Shaen, Roscoe & Co) 

Penberthy, A (Bolton, Robins & Co) v Penberthy, John (Bolton & Ce) 

Plummer, A (Gr gory & C>) v Plammer, J H (Field & Co) 

Moaw (Chester & Co) v Mouw, stay coats (Wood & Co) 

bat (Gordon & Dalbiac) v Waller & Swinburne (Heneman & Co for respt 

co-respt 

Tatam (G B Howard) v Tatam (G W Wilson Tatum (G W Wilson) v Tatum 
& Hughes (G B Howard R Wells for co-reapt) 

Groves, J A (Hamlin & Co) v Groves, E (R Vincent) 

Hoghes (in person) v Hughes & Simpson (Taylor & Son Fallows & Rider for 


co-respt 

Knight (Bramall & White) v Knight & Rampling, pauper cause (A W Mills) 

Inglie, SS (F S Herbert & Co) v Inglie (GC ede f 

Biggs, H (S B Abrahams) v Biggs, E (J P Poncione, janr) JS order sacurity 

Nicholson (Taylor, Hoare & Co) v Nicholson & MacDonald (Swann & Co Swann 
& Co for co-res t 

Bricknell, K (Hamlin & Co) v Bricknell, J (Smith & Wilmer) 

Hawkins, C F (S Hamilton) v Hawkios, B R (Charch & Co) JS 

Shepherd, W (J C Harrison) v Shepherd, M (Davidson, Birch & Co) 

Stride (Pilgrim & Phillips) v Stride & Giles (Doyle & Son) 

Tilden, £, 8 (Lewis & Lewis) v Tilden, John (A F Cox) 

Lampson (Same) v Lampson (Kave & Gacdalla) 

Kirby, E A (Robinson, Preston & Co) v Kirby, @ W H (Doyle & Sons) 

Bolton, Thos. D (Bolton & Co) v Bolton, Jane (Lewis & Lewis) 

Champion, H A (W Elgood) v Champion, A (E Poole) 

Jones, R A ( J W Smart) v Jones, J H (T Beard & Son) 

Archer (Williamson & Co) v Archer & Parker Storey & Cowland Cooke & Jonas 
for co-respt) 

Francis (Darley & Co) v Francis & Whitmarsh 

Faulkoer, E (Nash & Field) v Faulkner, A (Edward Swain) JS 

Bibby (Collins & Wilkinson) v Bibby & Pye (Nordon & Lazarus) 

Roller (Lewis & Lewis) v Roller & Mondehare (Abrahams, Son & Co Napplecn 
Argles for co-respt) 

Fraser, C R (J Sheldon Hepworth) v Fraser, A, JS (Walker & Whitfield) 

Towlson, K (Pritchard, Englefield & Co) v Towleoa, J (Chester & Co) 

Johnstone (Duncan, Warren, & “a Johnstone & Jones (Nash & Field) 

Rawes, G (Field & Co) v Rawes, W, JS (Dawes & Sons) 

Stubbs (Roberts & Co) v Stubbs (Queen’s Proctor showing cause) 

Latham, W M (Nash & Field) v Latham, M J W 8 (J E Fox & Co) 


Special Juries. 
Winans (@ Clarke) v Winans (Lewis & Lewis) Winans (Lewis & Lewis) v 
Winans & Scharly (E Clarke) 
Harrison (Gamlen & Cv) v Harrison and Page (J Graham J Graham for Co- 


rept) 
Kemble (Lewis & Lewis) v Kemble, JS (Valpy & Co) Kemble (Valpy & Co) v 
Kemble Dunmore, commn (Lewis & Lawis Lewis & Lewis for co-respt) 
Pearson (H Ikin) v Pearson and Boocock (J J Corbin Torr & Co for co-respt) 
E Scott (‘I A Lee) v Scott and Buckhurst (A 8 De Fivas AS De Fivas for co-respt 
Lugard (F T Rushton) v Lugard —— & Co) 
Borton (Peacock & Goodderd) v Borton & Schopp (G B B Norman W Beck 
forco-reept) 


Common Juries. 
Jennings & Harman) v Jennings & Fenwick 
Suteliffle (Bara & Berridge) v Sutcliffe & Williams (Jaques & Co) order for 


securit 

Bethge cr Hack) v Bethge & Clements (R C Trass W J Jarman for co-respt) 

or or — 

Carrington (* M Bradley) v Carrington (G Castle) 

Merritt (@ H Wells) v Merritt & Kirby (H Rumney Walker & Co for co-resp') 

Clifton (A H Holmes) Clifton v Gale (Gastavus ae for oe 2 

Haromond (8 Lucas Hunt) v Hammond & Warton (Jarvis & Chandler Jarvis 
& Chandler for co-respt) 

Haendyside (Torr & Co) v Handyside & Dowling (Smiles & Co. Smiles & Co for 
co-reapt 

Carr (T 3 Cox) v Carr & Vigor (Venn & Woodcock R Robinson for co-respt) 


order security 
Crowther (Ridsdale & Son) v Crowther & Copstick (A Blackburn Jaques & Co 
for co-respt) 
a Co) v Dracas (Foss & Ledsam) J 8 
Leng (J & Fox & Co) & Gorwyn (EK & W Mote Crowder & Co for oo reap) 
Philpott (Prior, Big & Co) v Philpott & Howe (Pridham & Co G W Caurchky 
for Co or), Ipott (Pridham & Co) v Philpott (Prior Bigg & Co) 
Brooks, C J B Brook) v Brooke, & (Lumley & Lumley 
E Goatley? v Harbridge, Gower, Browning, Pickett, Balle, Self & 
Cohen (W F Holroyde W ¥ Mortle for Gower Jenaiuge & Son for Browulag 
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W F Holroyde for Pickett BJ Abb»tt for Balls Birchall & Co for Self EJ 

Apning Por Cohen 

Klein (Beyfus and Beyfus) v Klein & Verachoyle (Walker and Mewburn Walker) 

Lyen (Torr & Co) v Lyon, Dubois & Robinson (Swan & Coforrespt Nash & 
Field for Co respt Robinson) 

Summary of Matrimonial Causes.—Unadefended, 99 ; Defended, 59; Special 

Juries, 7; Common Juries, 17 ; Total, 182. . 


Matrimonial Causes standing over by Consent or otherwise. 


To be replaced in the List of Causes for Hearing on the Petitioner giving Ten 
Days’ Notice in writing to the other parties for whom no appearance has been 
entered, and filing a copy of such Notics in the Registry. 

Harrison, 541 (A vant v Harrison, 4,582 (Horne & = J§ 

Edwards 198 (W H Herbert) v Attorney General 6,420 (E L Rewoliffe) LDA 

Coote (C W Taylor) v Coote & Hill 7,783(Crosse & Sons defended 

Lea (W H Lane) v Lea 7,704 uadefeaded 

Cooke aa, & Co) v Cooke 8,514 defended JS 

Godefroy (Rodgers & Co) v Godefroy & Nash 7,701 

Prior (Procktor & Co) v Prior, Smith otherwise Brassey (W H Lane) defended 

Hargreaves (Hamlin & Co) v Hargreaves (H H Sco't) JS defended 

Foremen (Maples) v Foreman and Thornhill (Peace & Co Peace & Co for-respt) 

Quirk (Bompas & Co) v Quirk (J Graham) JS defended 

Jobnson (T G Joh )v Joh and D’Autrevaux (In Person Co-respt in 
Person) stayed costs 

Amery, E J (Mead & Co) v Amery, C F ([n Person) 

Campbell, M @ (J R Wood) v Campbell, J R (Pownall & Co for Co-respt) 

Foire (Wright & Pope) v Faire and Stevenson (C N Longeroft for Co-resp') 

Turnbull (Deacon & Co) v Turnbull (T Beard & Sons) defended 

Newberry (T D Dutton) v Newberry 

Sulmon (T C Page) v Salmon and Sinclair (Law & Son) undefended 

Symonds (Miller & Miller) v Symonds (Simpson & Co) 

White, M E (Lewis & Lewis) vy Whit», G F M (McDiarmid & Co) JS defended 

Pegg, E E (Whitakers & Co) v Pegg, W 

Spencer- Stanhope (Pritchard & Sons) v Spencer-Stanhope (A Tyler) JS Spencer- 
Stanhope (A Toi) v Gpencor-Staebege (Pesuhent & Sons) RCR defd 

Smith, H (Bell & Co) v Smith, Henry (H 8S Hubbard) defended 

Chambers (Ayrton & Co) v Chambers (Chester & Co) defended 

Mac Vine (Pattison & Co) v Mac Vine (Torr & Co) JS defended 

Dalzell (Flux & Co) v Dalzell (Bischoff & Co) 

Reynolde, A (H Thomas) v Reynolds, D (Massland & Co) JS defended 

Mellersh (H W Chatterton) v Mellersh (J B Churohill) 8,159 

Webster, C A (F Brooke) v Webster. W (Duffield & Co) 7,356 

Haddock (T Southgate) v Haddock & Alderson undefended 

Briscomb (H Rumsey) v Briscomb (Hicklin & Co) JS undefended 

Needham, B N A (Clarke, Rawlins & Co) v Needham, H C (Williame, James 
&Co) RCK undefended 

Green (Johnston & Co) v Green (Doyle & Sons) Green (Doyle & Sons) v Green 
& Cranmer (Johnston & Co Jobnston & Co for co-respt) order for security 8,321 

Byrne (M K Braund) v Byrne & Rawlings (Piesse & Sons Piesse & Son for 
co-respt) order for security 

Lane (Storey & Cowland) v Lane & Burgess (Wm Tayler & Sons) order for secy 

Burchill (A Kisch) v Burchill & Barnell (T Durant T Durant for co-respt) 
order for seourity 

Berg (E M Armstrong) v Barg & Saunders (C J Craig Wontner & Son for co- 
respt) order for security 

Hardwick, M E (Gamlin & Co) v Hardwick (Chester & Co) stayed costs J3 defd 

Eakins (J W Sykes) v Eakins (H S Clutton) stayed costs defended 

Scantlebury (Witherfield & Sone) v Scantlabury & Barton (Parkis& Co Titley 
& Co for aetna | order for security defended 

Walker (Burgess & Co) v Walker (J Rexworthy) RC R order for security defd 

Crouch (Ford & Ford) v Crouch & Cotterell (Emanuel & Co) stayed costs defd 


Campbell (G T Powell) Campbell & Clark (W B Croft W B Croft for co-:espt) 
order for security defended 

Maillard (B J Abbot) v Maillard & Lane, stayed costs defended (Pritchard & Son 
Co respt ia person) 

Bates (Kollit & Sons) v Bates, stayed costa J S (Collyer, Bristowe & Co) 

or ag A (Chester & Co) v Stancliffs, stayed costs RC R defended (Barn & 


0) 

Sanderson (Chester & Co) v Sanderson & Laing, order for security defended (R 
H Ward, co resp* in person) 

Ingram (Law & Woreaam) v Ingram, stayed costs J S defd (Cole & Jackson) 

Cook (C F Martelli) vy Cook & Barnard, stayed costs defended (Story & Cowland 
Co respt in person 

Newton (W H Nicholle) v Newton & Evans, order for seo writ defended (W 
Klgood R Jones & Co for oo reap!) 

Brett (Guscotts & Co) v Brett & Mitchell, order for seo wrt defended (Chester & 
Co T Needham for co eo 

Godwin (E Kim>er) v Waddell orse, Godwin N by Guardian In camera (order 
for security defended (A J Smith) 

Bradford it G Smaliman) v Bradford, undefended (Lliffas & Co 

Fearnley (W A Boyle) v Fearnley, J S defended (Williamson, Hill & Co) 

Hardwicke, E A (Hamlin & Co) v Hardwicke, W stay costes J S defende 
(Hickn & Graham) 

Turner (R G Chipperfield) Franklin °r¢¢ Tarner N stryed costs defended 
(Hilbervs & | 

Turner, M A (Hilberys & Co) v Turner, Alfred stayed oosts defended (R G 
Chippertield) 








SALES OF ENSUING WEER, 


Nov. 3.—Menssrs, Exxis & Son, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground Rents, &e, 
(seo advertisement, Oct, 24, p. Si4). 

Nov. 4.—Messre. Epwin Fox & Bovsrienp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Policies of 

, Assurance (see advertisement this week, p. 19). 





COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


ALBERT PALACE ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, presented Set 
18, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, Oct 31. Snell and Co, 
George st, Mansion House, solicitors for the itioner 

LuoarTep.—By an order Mathew, J., dated Oct 14, it 

up the company be continued. 
itor for the 


Fuen. Co q .—Petition for win . ted Oct 
A CES COMPANY, _— ‘or ding op a 
al 6, a ee 
yg = Py 5 2 Bacon, V0 on Saturdays Ont 
resen > C., 
5 Brown, Chancery lane, agents for Davis, m, 
MPANY, .— Petition for up, presented Oct 6, 


, LIMITED 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, 31. Lickorish and 
Bellord, Queen Victoria st, sclicitors for the petitioner 


Batxis Co: 


West BroMwicH COLLIERY ANY, LIMITED. for winting So, p- 
sented A) 5, directed to be heard before Seema” nae ts 
and Dees, New inn, agents for Shakespeare, , solicitor for the peti- 


tioner 
West BromwicH CoLLizry Company, Luwrep.—Petition for winding up, 
sented Oct 20, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, 31. 
Wilkins and Co, Gresham House, Old Broad st, agents for Wright and Co, 
Oldbury, solicitors for the petitioners 
[ Gazette, Oct. 23.] 
ImporTED Meat Company, Luutrep.—Petition for winding up, presented Oct 26, 
directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C,, on Nov7. Bartholomew 
close, solicitor for the petitioners 


CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
ORMSEIRE AND District LAND AND Buripine Company, Liurrep.—By an order 
made by the Deputy of the Chancellor, dated Oct 20, it was ordered that 
yoaaeery winding & of the com; be continued. Mather, Liverpool, agent 
tor Welsby and Ormskirk, citors for the 


[Gasette, Oct. 23.) 
STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
WHEAL JANE Mrntnc Company.—By an order made by the Vice-Warden, dated 
——— that the compsny be wound up. Archer, solicitor for 


[ Gazette, Oct. 27.] 


[ Gazette, Oct. 27.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Apa, Lovrsa JANE, Blackheath. Dec. 21. Baker and Co, Lincoln’s n- 


ASTBURY, Mary, Westbourne Park rd, Bayswater. Oct.26. Remer, Sandbach 
Bapart, Marre JosEPH, Ixelles, Belgium. Nov. 90. Hobson, Great Winches- 


ter st 
BISHOF, GrorGE, Bedminster, Somerset, Contractor. Dec. 21. Robertson and 
0 
Briscoz, Gzorcz Lewis, Broxton, Chester, Farmer. Nov. 3. Brassey, 
Harrison, Runsell, Danbury, Essex. Farmer. Dec. 21. Crick and Co. 


BURR, 
Mald 
OnaPuax Wrtu1aM Froyp, Gloucester. Nov. - Clark and Co, Birmingham 


Louisa SELINA, Lewes, Sussex. Dee. 1. 
Davi me verpool, Bookkeeper. Nov. 27. Woodbarn, Liver- 


Dave, ILLIAM J OPLING, Li 

Dickzxs, RIcuARD JosEru, Old Kent rd, Surveyor. Dec. 1. Lovell and Co, 
quae’ mane Wilts. Nov. 2. Jones, Bradford-on-Aven 

HONEs, Essex. Dec. 1. eo to 

Hours, Fulwood pk ar Liverpool, Broker. Jan.1. Horton 


and 
gues Ghemes BEvVAN, Mathern, Monmouth, Gent. Nov. 25. Dauncey, New- 


Lvcas, Exrmansru Joanna, Tavistock ni, Westbourne pk. Dec.?. Gregsen, 


Angel Throgmorton st 
Mur, Guaene, Liverpool, Wine Merchant. Nov. 2. Woodburn, Liver- 


PALMER, Boyan, Newton in Cartmel, Lancaster, Gardener. Nov. 11. Tyson, 
ton-in- E 
Parqueee, James, Eastern rd, West Ham lane. Nov. 3) Parkes, Queen Vic- 
to 


Prxx,’Joxun, Sevenoaks. Kent. Nov. 17. _ Irvine and Mark lane 

———— i) arama, Kirkby Stephen, Westmoriand, t. Deo. 15 Preston. 
Stephen 

Sarnty, tur Mosstxy, East Donyland, Essex, Gent. Deo. 1. Whttey, Ool- 


chester 
| ag Ry Fleet, Lincoln, Ram, Des, . . woo 
; HENRY, Mark lane, Merchant. Deo. tf. Philpott and Oo, 


brook 
Stus, Mary Caress, Sethe, Kent. Nov.® Farley, Canterbury 
Sirs, SaMuURL, A Derby, Chymist. Nov,16. Griffiths, Staple-inn 
pe, Banca, 5 tt pk, Blackheath. Nov, ® Terry, Bing st, 
Tumse Hawnrerta, Henley-on-Thames, Deo. 1, Boulton and Oa, Nor 
Ganesan Atice, Atherton, Lancaster, Nov. 33. Hope, Atherton 
. > 7 « 
VERIN Jostaz, Sun st, Finsbury, Qi] and QOolour Merchant. Nov. 2. 


, Exeter at, Chelsea, Van Proprietor. Nov. 33. Obi 


Wand Oo sane 
Qo, st 


Cran- 
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—* ee ade 
\ Hogers ax Rev Joun Bourprev, Crown terr, Lavender Hill, Clerk. 
and Co, Westminster chbrs, Victoria st. 
ILEKINSON, SAMUEL, Southport, Lancaster, Gent. Nov. 21. 
"Dec. 1. 


ween JouN, Middlesbrough, York, Innkeeper. 
brough 


Dec. 31. 

Mayhew and Co, 
Stubbs, Middles- 
[ Gazette, Oct. 23.) 


Bapcocr, Rev Joun, Stroud, Gloucester, Clerk. Nov 31. Davis, Stroud 
BOULDERSON. AMELIA, Second avenue, Brighton. Nov 27. Hanbury and Co, 
ew Broad st 


Paaen GrorGe, Newcastle upon Tyne, Soda Water Manufacrurer. 
Jani. Joel and Parson, Neweastle upon Tyne 
OoLrEr, 7 JOHN, Glen Lodge, Wood Green, Gent. Dec 10. Baddeley, 


aMES Henry, Smithy Bridge, nr Rochdale, Mghager. Nov 14. 


FLetcugr, J «MES 
Brierley and Huson, Rochdale ‘ 
Eccles, Lancaster, Leather Factor. Dec 19. Partington 
and Allen. Manchester 
5 THomas WaLTER, Evesham, Worcester, Confectioner. Nov 19. New and 
Hascoop, Hznry, Wimborne Minster, Retired Upholsterer. Nov 20. Moore 
and . Wimborne Minster . 
omas, Fryton, Hovingham, York, Gent. Nov 30. Simpson, 
Ce LPHUS FREDERICK, Windsor, Berks, Solicitor. Dec3i. Darvill and 
Opamaa, Jomm, Wallingford, Berks, Retired Clothier. Novi4. Slade, Walling- 


py CATHERINE. Ilford, Essex. Jani. Blewitt and Tyler, Gracechurch st 
RaNary, THomas WRIGHT, Clifton, Bristol, Esq. Nov 30. Salt and Parnell, 


Roserts. Rozgrt Tuomas, Lancerniew, Denbigh, Farmer. Dec 10. Davies, 


Denbigh 
SHEPHERD, CHARLES LECHMERE, Brighton. Dec%9. Robins, Pancras lane 
Surra. WIttiaM, at, Tenby, Pe Pembroke, Retired Innkeeper. Nov 14. Lock, Tenby 
THOMPsTONE, J ek, Stafford, Miller. Nov 30. Heath, Hanley 
- ~- 5 Cs The Downs, Wimbledon, Gent. Dec. 1. Evans and Co, 


Warr, Rev , Haxny, Almington Hall, Stafford, Clerk. Nov 24. Dimond and 
impole st, Cavendish sq 
[ Gazette, Oct, 27.) 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Brat.—Oct. 8, at 19, Perham-road, West Kensington, S.W., the wife of Edward 


Conr- ie gy Ch he wife of D. A. V. Colt- 

ma —Oct. oter-atlaw. of om rote a bea 4 Arthur Sie 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

5 —¢ 1 = Svegmenn-atneet, Abergavenny, the wife of James 

Girs.—Oct. 19, at Broom Hills, near Old Bexley, Kent, the wife of Lewis Edmund 


Glyn, ba Port og yy eter of a daughter. 
_— 11, at Burghfield House, Boundary-road, South Hampstead, 
the wife of Alfred orth, barrister-at-law, of a son.” 
xe eS 22 at ime Burrage-road, Plumstead, the wife of Talfourd Hughes, 


IscraM.—Oct. 20, at 24, Lewes-crescent, Brighton, the wife of T. Le Ingram, 
of the Middle Temple, papeivtapcbtey, of ason. sae wilghagre 

PacE.—Oct. 27, at 6, Marloes-road, W 5 the wife of Ernest Page, 
Temple, barrister-at-law, of a boy. 

st ee ed rt ~aeinnen South Kensington, the wife of Herbert 


ArzEy—Erav—Oct. 13, at Hampeteot Avila J 
— at Ham rchibald John Allen, barrister-at-law, 
een Sophia, daughter of the late William T. Eley, of Oxhey Grange, 


of the Inner 


Py my —Oct. 22, at Addlestone, Gerard Aubrey Goodman, barrister- 
at-law, of the Middle Temple, to Gertrude Winifred, daughter of Edward 
John Cobbett, of Addlestone, late of — ~ecquare, se " 

?—Iuperet-Trery —Oct. 8, at St. Mark’s, North Audley-street, Forbes 

Hallett, of 9. Old-+quare, Lincoin’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to Eliza 

Been Sonate ot the late Henry Imbert-Terry, of 17, Cheste T-terTace,‘ 
TaRD—Grieeiz.- Oct. 8, at St. Mary’s, Bryanstone-square, George Somes 
barrister-at-law. of the Inner Temple, to Eleanor Byng Gribble, 
daughter of the late Thomas Gribble. 
MacTUrg—PBvrrasy —O-t. 14, at All Sainte’ Church. South Cave. Kenneth 
Thomas Macturk, solicitor, South Cave, to Mary Elizabeth, daughter ot T. B. 


, SOlicitor. 
Prace—UsenEr.—Oct. 15, at Dublin, George W. Place, LL.B., barrister-at-law, 
o&f the Middle Temple, to Henrictta, y a of the late Simeon Useber, 


—CORBOLLY.- Oct. 22, at Bombay, Arthur Strachey, barrister-at-la 
of the Inner Temple, to Ellen, daughter of the late John Consiiy. o 


DEATHS. 
Comey Oat. 12, Alfred Coxon, barrister-at-law, ot 2, Pump-court, Temple, 
Liwwmt.—Oet. 11, s at Dover, William Liddell, of the Middle Temple, barriste r- 


a iS at 1400, Graham-roed, Hackney, Charlies John Henry Taylor, 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY AC, 1993, 
ranas, Oct, D2, 
PLUTVIEG Tain, 
AAatas, Froterick 3 chm, Herne Bay, Carper © 
—,! nase “ee y, uter, Canterbury. 
we yy ie. Comes, “everthwent, Bestmateer. Pembroke Dock. Pet Oct 6, 
OF 4 a 12 0), wt Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 
Ort Oct i Yaar Restbourne, Bulider. Lewes and Vastbourne, Pet OA ®, 


Kari Anh, ued, Homey. On roma, Wartie, nr Bockdale, cut of vasiness. O1 p 
On . it 19. yp 10 ah 11.) "2 ee ne 


OT id ig (4 - Dat 1, th, at Oe Claw tae Per g Comst, Pot Ord 18. 


Pet Oct 19. Ord 





Berry, Edward, peters, out of business. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 12. Ord 

Oct 21. Exam Nov 9at1 

Brient, Frederick James, Framwelleate, Durham, Draper. Durham. Pet Oct 19. 

Ord Oct 19. Exam Novy 10 at 2.30 

Bullock. Pa Henry, Telegraph st, Stock Broker. High Court. Pet Aug 27. 
Ord Oct 19. Nov 2% at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Bush, John Frederick, Nottingham, out of business. Nottingham. Pet Oct 19. 

Ord Oct 19. Exam Nov 17 

Ontwetcht Thomss, Birmingham, Black Ornament Manufacturer. Birmingham. 
Pet Oct 20. Ord Oct 20. Exam Nov 17 

Clarke, Edward Eenest, ( Christchurch, Hampshire, Cycle Agent. Poole. Pet Oct 
21. Ord Oct21. Exam Nov 18 at 2, at Townhall, Poole 

Cook, Reuben, Enfield, Farmer. Edmonton. Pet July 24. Ord Oct 20. Exam 
Nov 17 at 1, ‘at Court house, Edmonto: 

Cottis, Samuel, Harrogate, Yorks, P< ‘lice Olerk. York. Pet Oct2i. Ord Oct 21. 
Exam Nov 11 at 11, at Guildhall, York 

Crawford, John, Bratoft, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet Oct 19. Ord Oct 
21. Exam Nov5at2 

Dawson, John Waugh, Cross Heath Mills, nr Newcastle under Lyme, Cotton 
Spinner. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. Pet Oct19. OrdOcti9. Exam Nov 
13 at 11, at Townhall, Albion st, Hanley 

Edgington, Thomas, Worcester, faeeneed Victualler. Worcester. Pet Oct 20. 
Ord Oct 20. Exam Nov 8 at 11.30 

Featherstone, John, Monkwell st, Manufacturer. High Court. Pet Oct 20. Ord 
Oct 20. Exam Nov 27 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Frank, Walter Amburst, and Hedley Vicars Frank, Crawley Down, Sussex. 
Brickmakers. Brighton. Pet Oct2i. Ord Oct 21. Exam Nov 1 

Geor; eorge, Evan, am hondda Valley, Glam., Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Oct 20. 

Oct 21. Exam Nov 10 at2 

Guimmett, Martha Elliott Read, 5 a Isle of Wight, Widow. Newport and Ryde. 
Pet Oct 19. Ord Oct 20, Exam Nov 

Hackney. Frederick, Wolstanton, Staffordshire, Potter’s Colour Mixer, Hanley, 
Burslem. and Tunstall. Pet Oct 20. OrdOct 20. Exam Nov 13 at 11, at Town- 
hall, Albion st, Hanley 

Hoover, Joseph "Horn, xmouth, Devon, Fishmonger. Exeter. Pet Oct 21. Ord 
Oct 21. Exam Nov 19 at 11 


Langford, William Eve, Hitchin, Hertfordshire, Upholsterer, Luton, Pet Oct 2!, 
Ord Oct 21. Exam Nov 26 at 


Larner, James, Tresco rd, ot SY Fish Salesman. High Court. Pet Oct 21. 
Ord Oct 21. Exam Nov 26 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
Lea, Henry William Hope, Romford, a Solicitor. ‘Chelmsford. Pet: Oct 17. 


Ord Oct 17. Exam Nov 9 at 12atS hall, Chelmsford 
Leonard, Samuel, High st, Feltham, Builder. Kingston. Pet Oct 19. Ord Oct 
19. Exam Nov 13 at 4.30 Pet Oct 
et Oc 


Lewis, William Henry, Worcester, Marine Store Dealer. Worcester. 
21. Ord Oct 21. Exam Nov 3 at 11.30 

Lowther, Robert, Maryport, Cumberland, Clogger. Cockermouth and Working- 
ton. « Oct 21. Ord Oct 21. Exam Nov 9 at 3.30 at Court house, Cocker- 
mou 

Morgen, Richard, Brynmawr, Brecon, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Oct 19. Ord Oct 

20. Exam Nov 6 at 10.30 at County Court Office, Tredegar 
Mase, Far ya jun, Hastings, Grocer. Hastings. Pet Oct 2). Ord Oct 20. 
xam } 

Nicholls, James, Chelmsford, Doctor of Medicine. Chelmsford. Pet Oct 10. 
Ord Oct 21. Exam Nov 9 at 11 at Shirehall, Chelmsford 

Page, John, Victoria rd, Surbiton, Upholsterer. Kingston, Surrey. Pet Oct 17. 
Ord Uct 19. Exam Nov 13 at 4.30 

Panton. Crosby, Surfieet, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Peterborough. Pet Oct 19. 
Ord Oct 19. xam Nov 3 at 12 30 

Robarts, Henry, Biggleswade, Bedfordshire, Grocer. Bedford. Pet Oct 20. Ord 
Oct 21. Exam Nové 

Ross, Fitzgerald Edward Turton Little Bookham, Surrey, Gentleman. Croydon. 
Pet Oct 2. Ord Oct 16. Exam Nov 13 

Rudman, Henry, Fishponds, Gloucestershire, Bape. Bristol. Pet Oct 19. Ord 
Oct 19. Exam Nov 12 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristo 

Scarth, Joseph Garnett. Morley, nae, Wooliea Manufacturer. Dewsbury. Pet 
Oct 20. Ord Oct 20. Exam Dec 1 

Smith, William Dennis, Nottingham, Bricklayer. Nottingham. Pet Oct 17. Ord 

Oct 17. Exam Nov 17 


Snowden, James, West Green rd, Tottenham, Grocer, Edmonton. Pet Oct 20. 
Ord Oct 20. Exam Nov 17 at 1 at Court house, Edmonton 
Toole, Edward, Birkdale, Lancashire, Builder. Liverpool. Pet Oct 8. Ord Oct 


om Exam Nov 9 at 11 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victwriu st, Liver- 


v0l 
Townshend, Charles Thornton, Broadstairs, no occupation. Canterbury. Pet 
Oct 19. Ord Oct 19. Exam Oct 30 
Trew, Charles Henry, Strand, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet Oct 20. 
Ord Oct 20. Exam Nov 2 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fleld 


8 

Vause, John, Knottingley, Yorks, Saddler. Wakefield. Pet Oct 20. Ord Oct 20. 
Exam Nov 19 

Waldie, Robert, Stockton on Tees, Innkeeper. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


borough Pet Oct 19. Ord Oct i9. Exam Oct 28 

Wilcox, William Henry, Southampton st, Camberwell, Confectioner. High 
Court. Pet Oct 2. Ord Oct 20. Exam Nov 24 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Williams, Thomas, Liverpool, Whe elwright. Liverpool. Pet. Oct 2t. Ord Oct 
21. Exam Nov 2 at 11 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Liver- 

poo 
P The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Sept 8. 

Cook, William Austin, Wolverhampton, Agent for Patent Puddling Furnaces. 
Manchester (transferred from Wolverhampton). Pet Sept 4. Ord Oct 17. 
Exam Nov 12 at 11 

The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 16. 
Warrington, John Alfred, RKhodeswell rd, Limehouse, Builder. High Court. 
Ord Oct 12. Exam Nov 19 at 11 at &4, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Pet Oct 10. 
Finst MEETINGS. i 

Adams, Frederick John, Herne Bay, Carpenter. Oct 80 at 3. 32, St. George's 
st, Canterbury 

Ambler. Helena, and Eliza Ann Ambler, Bradford, Yorks, Dressmakers, 
at11,.%, Official Receiver, 31. Manor row, Bradford 

Ambler, Susannah. Bradford, Yorks, Widow. Nov?at12. Official Receiver, 31, 
Manor row, Bradtord 

Barford, Henry, Crossfield, Wardle, nr Rochdale, out of business. Oct 90 at 3. 
Townhall, Rochdale 

Bawls ~% Joweph ‘Thomas, Broadstairs, Baker. Oct 30 at 2. 22, St, George's at, 
Jariter mary 

Bennett, «» Well st, Hackney, Provision Dealer, Oct 30 at 11. 
bldgs, "Ports al at, Lincoln’s inn flelds 

Bird, William Dawson, High st, St. John’s Wood, Hoslor. 
Carey st, Lincoln's inn 


Oct 30 


Bankruptcy 
Oct 8 at 12, 43, 


Caple, George James, Clevedon, Somerset, Newspaper Proprietor, Nov 3 at 
12.%, Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
Cottin, Hamuel, Melby, Police Clerk. ov4at2, Official Receiver, York 


Davis, Erma Helen, Bath, Wardrobe Dealer, 
Bank chbre, lirietol 
Daweon, John Wes 


Oct 90 at 4. Official Receiver, 


Heath Mills, nr Newonstlo under Lyme, Cotton Spinner. 





Nov 7 at 1146, iclal Mase peive iP Onde o's chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Dewar, Jaines, Liverpool, ot hing Ulerk, Nov 8 at 3, Offic ver, 36 
Victoria st, Liveryoo 














6, 








. Ord 
Oct 19. 
ug 27, 
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et Oct 
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d Oct 


Jotton 
n Nov 
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ict 20. 
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inley, 
Town- 
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ct 21. 
ct 17. 
d Oct 
t Oct 


king- 
cker- 


d Oct 
ot 20. 
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Ord 
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| Oct 
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Edgington. Themaes, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Nov 38 at 11. Official Re- Ympleby. Yen, am, Hosby Verte, Fee preer, York. Cot Ot. Ord Oot 09 
aan Mens, tien, @ you + 2. Official Receiver, Crypt chhrs, VOrd : stone . patio te 
—— en * - ‘ peaenges sean, | Walle: Robert, Stockton on Tees, Innkeeper. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
Jarvis, Robert, Lancashire, Hat Dealer. ct 30 at 11.30. ceiver, boro 'e 19. Ord 
County chbrs. Market pl, Stockport : Way, James, Taunton, Grocer. Taunton. Pet Oct1. Ord Oct 19 
Lea, Henry M1, Hope, Romford, Essex, Solicitor. Oct 31 at11. County ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
court, Romford Pinder, Uharles, Bolton, Lancashire, Watchmaker. Adjud Feb10. Annul Oct 21 
Lewis. William Henry, Worcester, Marine Store Dealer. Nov 8 at 11. Official TURSDAY, ( Oct. ra ‘ 880. 


Receiver, Worcester Y 

Lloyd, Charles William, Ellesmere, Salop, Plumber. Oct 30 at 12. Official Re- 
eeiver, Crypt chbrs, Chester 

Manebridge, Thomas, Aldermanbury, Manufacturer. Oct 30 at 2. Bankruptcy 

~~ Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 

“ere John, Mar!borough, Wilts, Grocer. Oct 31at11. Castle and Ball Hotel, 
Marlborough 

Mears, George, High st. Wandsworth, General House Decorator. Oct 30 at 2. 
Official Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 

Nash, Henry Morgan, Gray’ s inn sq, Solicitor. Nov2 at 2. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Ome, William, Treorky, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Oct 30 at 3. Ufficial Receiver, 

erthyr Ty 

Panton, Crosby, Surfleet, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Nov 3 at 12. County court, 
Peterborough 

Pell, Joseph Williamson, Sheffield, Leather Merchant. Nov 2 at 11.30. Official 
Receiver. Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Pledger, William, Allison rd, Acton, out of business. Oct 30 at 11. 28 and 29, St. 
Swithin’s ane 

rn — ma Biggleswade, Bedfordshire, Grocer. Nov4ati1. 8, St Paul’s 


8 
Rudi an, Henry, Fishponds, Gloucestershire, Baker. Nov 2 at 12.30. Official 
Receiver, Ban : chors, Bristol 
Seddon, William, Liverpool, Paint Dealer. Nov 3 at 2. Official Receiver, 35, 
Victona st, Liverpool 
Smith, William Dennis, Nottingham, Journeyman Bricklayer. Oct 30 at 12. 
Official Receiver, High pavement, Nottingham 
Cees Henry Benjamin (separate estate), Nottingham, Painter. Oct 30 at 2.30. 
ficial Receiver, High pavement, Nottingham 
an soomy Walter (separate estate), N ottingham, Stationer. Oct 30 at2. Official 
iver, High pavement, Nottingham 
Spencer, Walter, and Henry Benjamin Spencer, Nottingham, Painters. Oct 30 
at 3. Official Receiver, Nottingham 
Stead, Joshua Darnborough, Huddersfield, Agent. Oct 31 at 11. Official Receiver, 
New st, Huddersfield 
Stevenson, Robert, Koss, Herefordshire, Farmer. Oct 30 at 1.30. Royal Hotel, 


Oct 30 at 3. Official 
Townshend, Charles Thornton, Broadstairs, no occupation. Oct 31 at 11.30. 
$2, St George’s st, Canterbury 
Wild, Sarah, Bradford, Yorkshire, Shoeingsmith. Oct 30 at11. Official Receiver 
at. anor row, Bradfo 
odliff, Charles Edmund. Bradford, Yorkshire, Grocer. Nov 2 atii. Official 
fe lg 31, Manor row, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Acton, Robert, irenes Provision Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Oct 7. Ord Oct 21 
— y .J., Well , Hackney, Provision Dealer. High Court.* Pet Oct 12. 
ct 21 
Berry, Charles, ng rd, Kentish Town, Furniture Broker. High Court. Pet 
Aug 28, Ord Oct 
Betts, John nn A and Henry John Block, St John’s lane, St John’s st, 
Clerkenwell, Provision Agents. High Court. Pet Sept 11. Ord Oct 20 
—_. n, Annie Elizabeth, Hastings, Dressmaker. Hastings. Pet Sept 11. Ord 


ict 

Panky voor, ,» Derby. Draper. Derby. Pet Oot 16. Ord Oct 20 

Cartwright, Thomas, Birmingham, Black Ornament Manufacturer. Birmingham. 
Pet Oct 20. Orda Oct 21 

Cpepaee. Thomas, Accrington, Lancashire, Tailor. Blackburn. Pet Sept 26. 

ct 20 

Cotert, John, Bratoft, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston, Pet Oct 19. Ord 
c 

Decming, Arthur, Coventry, Warwickshire, Tailor. Coventry. Pet Oct1. Ord 


Oct 20 
Dilger, Albert, Stalybridge, Lancashire, Watchmaker. Ashton under Lyne and 
Stalybridge. Pet Oct2. Ord Oct 19 
Eietngton, | Thomas, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Worcester. Pet Oct 20 


Frank, Walter Amhurst, and Hedley Vicars Frank, Crawley Down, Sussex, 
Brickmakers. Brighton. Pet Oct 2i. Ord Oct 21 
Teepe. © vancia, Bersham, Denbighshire, Brewer. Wrexham. Pet Sept 10. 
ic 
yt Elisabeth Ann, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. Sheffield. Pet Oct1. Ord 


re. pate Elliott, Ryde, I.W., Widow. Newport and Ryde, Pet Oct 19. 
Grove, Willoughby. Dover st,  Ploo adilly, Proprietor of Goodwood Club. High 
Court. Pet Aug 25. Ord C 
— Thomas William, rh A Colliery Agent. Leeds. Pet Sept 29. Ord 
Hughes, Harry, Salop, Grocer. Wrexham. Pet Oct9. Ord Oct 2 
Kershaw, William Pickersgill, and Francis Pickford, siencinaies, Merchants. 
anchester. Pet Sept 9. Ord Oct 
Newport and Ryde. 


King, Thomas Dummer, St Helens, Tale of Wight, Grocer. 
Pet Oct 7. Ord Oct 21 
as “ge Henry, Worcester, Marine Store Dealer. Worcester. Pet Oct 
det 


Lowther, Robert, Mary ort, Gombetnnd, Clogger. Cockermouth and Working- 
ton. Pet Oct 21. Oct 
Marks, George, Wulvthamsten. Grocer. Wolverhampton. Pet Aug 18. Ord 
Moussalli, Habib, b Lives 9001, Merchant. Liverpool. Pet May 19. Ord Oct 20 
Needle, Sophia, Trax uil ter, Baker’s lane, Ealing, Licensed Victualler, Brent- 
ford. Pet Oct 15, rd Oct 20 
0 f s+ Patrick, Commercial st, Clothier, High Court. Pet Sept 15. Ord 
Ovens wien, Treorkey, Glamorganshire, Tailor, Pontypridd. Pet Oct 15, 
Phe pe, Sanz, and Victoria Joan Phelps, Yeovil, Milliners. Yeovil. “Pet July 18. 
r 
Powley, James Allan, Gt Yarmouth, Earthenware Dealer. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
Sept 28. Ord Oct 19 
oy 1 vane High st, Putney, Boot Maker, Wandsworth. Pet Aug 2. Ord 
R nan, Henry, Fishponds, Gloucestershire, Baker, Bristol, Pot Oct 10. Ord 
Tyyeper, Joseph, Basingstoke, Commercial Traveller, Wiachester, Pet Oot 16. 
Tapmpeon, Simoon, Hoxton st, Hoxton, Cheesemonger. High Court. Pet Oct 


Tavener, Joseph, Basingstoke, Commercial Traveller. 
Receiver, High st, Winchester 





Anson, Tom Smith, Bubwith Bich Field Yorks, Farmer. Kingst 
Hull. Pet Oct 23. Ord Oct 23. Exam Nov 9 at 2, at Court house, S Townhall 


Hall 
Atkey, Richmond, wena, Isle of Wight, Grocer. Newport and Ryde. Pet 
Oct 23. Ord Oct 23. Exam Nov 4 
Batty, Thomas, sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Oct.23. Ord Oct 23. Exam 
Nov 19 at 11.30 
Bernard, Daniel, Exeter, Picture Frame Maker. Exeter. Pet Oct 22. Ord Oct 
22, Exam Nov i9 at 11 
Byswes, Bary, Kettering, Baker. Northampton. Pet Oct 2. Ord Oct 2%. 
xam Nov 10 
a, Thomas, Darlaston, Staffordshire, Nut Manufacturer. Walsall. Pet Oct 
Ord Oct 22. Exam Nov 12 at 12 
Cook, Henry Hatt, William Satchell Cook, and Henry Hepwer®, Livermaige, 
5S orks, Woollen Manufacturers. Dewsbury. Pet Oct 22. Ord Oct22. Exam 
ec 1 
Cooper. Edward Quilter, Easthorpe, Essex, Farmer. Colchester. Pet Oct 23. 
Ord Oct 23. Exam Nov ee at 12.30, at Townhall, Colchester 
Davies, David, Liang rdiganshire, Farm Labourer. Aberyswith. Pet 
Oct 23. Ord Oct 23. — m Nov 6 at 1.3 
Davies. Job, Dowlais, Glamorganshire, Watchmaker. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Oct 
22. Ord Oct 22. Exam Nov 11 
Enticknap, Thomas Henry, Farnham, Builder. Guildford and Godalming. 
Pet Oct 23. Ord Oct 24. Exam Nov 26, at Public Hall, Godalmiog 
Fair, William Burnham. Carrington, Nottingham, out of business. Nottingham. 
Pet Oct 24. Ord Oct 24. Exam Nov 17 
— a Folkestone, Grocer. Canterbury. Pet Oct 2%. Ord Oct %. 
xam Nov 6 
Forryan, Robert, Littlethorpe, Leicestershire, Baker. Leicester. Pet Oct 24. 
Ord Oct 24. Exam Nov 4 at 10 
France, Walter. Huddersfield, Farmer. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 2%. Ord Oct 24. 
Exam Nov 9 at 11 
Harnott, George William, Commercial rd, Peckham, Firewood Merchant. 
pe Court. Pet Oct 24. Ord Oct 24. Exam Nov 27 at 11, at 34, Lincoln's inn 


fields 
ives. John Edward, Eton, Buckinghamshire, Hatter. Windsor. Pet Oct 22. 
Ord dag Exam Nov 14 at 11 


Humphrey, W: Samuel, Dudley, Worcestershire, Plumber. Dudley. Pet 
Oct 20. Ord Oct 20. Exam Nov 10 at 11 

Jones, Thomas Richard, groes, Carnarvonshire, Timber Merchant. Bangor. 
Pet t Oct 24. Ord Oct 24. Exam Nov 23 at 12.30 

Lagte gten, Lowts, On Cranfield, Redfordshire, Farmer. Bedford. Pet Oct 23. Ord Oct 

xam Nov 6 
May Aitsed, Acton, ne Birmingham, Tobacconist. Birmingham. Pet Oct 
3. 0nd Oct Exam Nov 24 at2 


Meston. joy Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Oct 23. 
Ord Oct 23. Exam Nov 5 
Paya, J —y “+ ate Warwickshire, Baker. Warwick. Pet Oct. Ord Oct 


leet “Beam Nov S000 Kent, Nurseryman. Greenwich. Pet 
+23. Exa ov 200 atl 
tonshire, Farmer. Northampton. 


Scrivener, Job Alfred, Passe: 
Pet Oct 23. Ord Oct 23. 3 10 

Shelley, Enoch, Stafford, Grocer. Stafford. Pet Oct #4. Ord Oct 4. Exam Novy 
4 at 12 at Shirehall, Stafford 

Gtentipe, Jom James. Folkestone, Pork Butcher. Canterbury. Pet Oct 21. Ord Oct 
22 xam Nov 6 

Stewart, _ Crockart, } Lag: me Westmoreland, Watchmaker. Kendal. 
Pet Oct 22. Ord Oct 23." Exam Nov 14 at 2 at Court house, Townhall, Kendal 

= Ye J ia, Margate, Fruiterer. Canterbury. Pet Oct 21. Ord Oct 

Waker, Henry, “Otley, Yorks, Tanner. Leeds. Pet Oct 22. Ord Oct22. Exam 

ov 17 at ll 
Wawnee. William, Felixstowe, Suffolk, Builder. Ipswich. Pet Oct 9. Ord Oct 


Exam Nov 19 at 11.30 
Wharrie, Ward, Otley, Yorks, Currier. Leeds. Pet Oct22. Ord Oct®?. Exam 


Nov 17 at 11 
lad, Anglesey, Draper. Bangor. Pet Oct 2. Ord 


Williams, Hugh, LI 

Oct 23." Exam Nov 23 at 12.30 
teshead, Durham, Beer Retailer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 

Exam Nov 5 


Wee, Brats, So at 
ct 24 t 24 
Wolfe, So Henry, Shirland rd, Paddington, Coach =e High Court. 
Pet Oct 22. Oct 22. Exam Nov 2 at 11.30 at $4, Lincoln's fields 
Yorke \ Walter, Birmingham, Boot Dealer. Birmingham. Pes Oot 22 Ord Oct 
Exam Nov 20 at 2 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
Gazette of Oct 20. 


don 
Parfect, George, Earlsfield rd, Wandsworth eommon, Builder, Wandsworth. 
Pet Sot 14, Ord Oct 15. Exam Nov 19 


Frast MESTINGS. . ; 
Alderwick, George, Haverfordwest, Bootmaker. Novy Sati. Official Receiver, 


1, t, Carmarth 
Ay Fate a Yorks, Farmer. Nov $ at ti. Hull Incorporated 
lane, Hull 


Anson, Tom ae. & Sein bi i 

zaw Society, Lincoln's inn 9 — 

Back nase. ——-. : marae, Builder. her. “Now 4 at 3 Champion, Robinson, 
an dole, Sha erminus re stbourne 

Bernant, Da Danial, Exeter, Picture Frame Maker. Nov Sat 11. Bankruptey Didgs, 
Port 

Berry. hiward, Huddersiield, out of business. Nov 4 at 11. Qiicial Receiver, 
New st, Hudderstield, Yorkshire = 

a y Henry pam Ashburton, Devon, Solicitor. Nov 3 at 11, 3 and ®, 
St Swithin's lane 

Brent. Frederick James, Durham, Draper. Nov 3 at 2.8. ThreeTuns Hotel, 

urham 

Butier, Thomas, Darlaston, Staffordshire, Nut Manufacturer. Nov 4 at 11.05 
Official Receiver, Bridge st, W h 

Clarke, Edward Ernest, Christchurch, Hampshire, Cycle Agent. Nov 4 at 1. 
Criterion Hotel, Bournemouth 

Coathupe, Henry pa oy Upper Kennington lane, Kennington. Nov 4 at 12. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln's in 

Orawiord, eo Bratagt, Lincolushire, Farmer, Nov Sat 22. QO@icial Receiver, 
“a at, Boston 

Davies, sate Soseet, Curd, Grose Nov Sat 12, Official Receiver, § Crock. 


— sag crganshire, Watchmaker, Nov 5 at 12 (ictal Re 


af eae ae me, Re cats 
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Enderby, Clark, Lincoln, out of business. Nov 5 at 
Boston 








Brickmakers. Nov $at3. Bankruptcy bldgs, Po 








Receiver, M: ke 
So lackstock rd, Finsb 
12. kruptcy blidgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 
, Edward Unsworth, Balte ter" hall 
4 at il. Peakruptey incoln’s inn field 
Grimmett, Martha ott ba Ryde, I.W., Widow. 















































on tt! 13, Bedford 
Heme 


flicial ver, Du 
Ta 
Roberta, Outer Temple, Stra: 
Lilley, Samuel, Skegness, Lincolnshire, Stonemason. 
ceiver, 48 mA High st, Boston 


circus, Exe 
































67, Duke st, Whitehaven 




































































Receiver, 8, King st, N’ 
Parf 

















Reostves, 109, Victoria st, Wes' 











meres White Hart Hotel, Launceston 











Lincoln’ 8 inn fields 





County Court bldgs, Northampton 
shelley, Enoch, | ~~ 
Staffor 




















Steading 4 at 2 2. Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ding, a Folkestone, Pork Butcher. 


“ 
Terry, Robert Jenkin, Margate, Fruiterer. Nov 6 





























hn Alfred, 
eS Lincoln’s inn fields 
illiam, Felixstowe, Suffolk, Builder. 


st 

Weston. pesnae, Liverpool rd, Islington, Jobmaster. 
Lincoln’s i: 

Wilcox, William Henry. 
12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln's sion 

Winter, Francis, Gateshead, Durham, Beer Retailer. 
ceiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

ADJUDICATIONS, 






































































































































alter Amhurst, and Hedley Vicars Frank, awey Down, Sussex, 


park, Licensed Victualler. Nov 5 at 
court, Gunmen ot, Wine Merchant. Nov 


Hawood, Alfred, Lombard st, Merchant. Nov 4 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’ 
Hooper, Joseph Horn, Exmouth, geen Fishmonger. 
ag Seped, Dudley, Worcestershire, Plumber. Nov 10 at 10. | Jarvis, 
ord, William Eve, oitchin, t=* yeeammaies Upholsterer. Nev 4at12. Ewen 


obert, Maryport, Cumberland, Clogger. Nov5at3. Official Receiver, 
Lupton, Christopher, Scarborough, Builder. Nov 6 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 


ieee Gheimatord. Doctor of Medicine. Nov 4 at 11. 
Pen iieen Henry, nominates, Suffolk, Shipwright. 

ect, George. Earlsfield rd, aaerort common, Builder. Nov 8 at 3. Official 
Robbins, ichard, and Edward Tcaneme, Launceston, Cornwall, Bootmakers. 
Saunders, George Ormond, Long Acre, Gent. Nov 5 at 2, Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Scrivener, Job Alfred, Passenham, Northamptonshire, Farmer. 
Stafford, Grocer. Nov 4 at 11. 
8 , Edmund io, Lothbury, Goeten | to Public Works Loan Board. 
Nov & at 10.15. 32, St George’s st, 


Rhodeswell rd, Limehouse, Builder. 
Nov3at2. Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Southampton st, Camberwell, Confectioner. 


oh Ellen, Tarleton, Lancashire, Widow. Liverpool. 


12.30. Official Receiver, 48, 


Sept 25. 
Pet Oct 7. 


rd 
Hardy, Elizabeth, on pa eee Northumberland, Widow, 


Flower, A., Southampton row, Holborn, Auctioneer. High Court. Pet Oct 1. 
ouman Evan, Rhondda, Glamorganshire, Grocer. 
George, Evan, Rhondda Valley, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Nov 4 at 12. Official Godley, ' William, Broombil, Wombwell, Barnsley, Shopkeeper. Barnsley. Pet 
| @ritithe, s, William 8 Edwin, King st, Cheapside, Auctioneer. High Court. Pet 


Pontypridd. Pet Oct 20. Ord 


Newcastle on Tyne. 


| 
Nov8at3. Sivier’s Hotel, | Humphrey; Willing Samuel, Dudley, Worcestershire, Plumber. Dudley. Pet 


Oct 20. Ord Oct 22 


Ord Oct 2 
Novéatii. Official 


Pet Sept1. Ord Oct 22 


— d Sept 22 
Nov 5 at 12. Official Re- = wis, W 


The Shire hall, 


Nov 7 at 12. Official 

Oct 23. Ord Oct 
Pet Oct 23. Ord Oct 
— , Geo 
Ord 


Nov 4 at 12. 
County Court Offices, 


Wilkinson, William Th 
Oct 10. Ord Oct 24 


at 1. 32, St George’s st, 


Pet Oct 22. Ord Oct 23 
Nov 4 at 11. 


| Jackson, William Rowland, King st, Hammersmith, Undertaker. 


Scrivener, Job Ailtred, geemhem, Northamptonshire, Farmer. 
awe Samuel, *irkdale, Lancashire, Auctioneer. Liverpool. 
ict 22 


Sinith: J a Weymouth, Dorset, Chemist. Dorchester. Pet Oct 7. Ord Oct 22 
— th, \ William Dennis, Nottingham, Bricklayer. Nottingham. Pet Oct 17. Ord 


Toft, William Thomas, Birmingham, Builder. 
23 
Foes, Edward, Birkdale, Lancashire, Builder. Live 


oy , Essex rd, Auctioneer. 
Walker, Henry, Otley, Yorks. Tanner. 


s | Hutchings, ae, Blackpool, Lancashire, Basket Maker. Preston. Pet Oct 8. 


High Court. 


= "Dances, Lancashire, Hat Dealer. Stockport. Pet Sept 30. Ord 

| Lawrence. Frank Thomas, Thanet pl, Strand, Tutor, High Court. Pet Aug 27. 

illiam, Sandbach, Cheshire, Engineer. Macclesfield. Pet Oct7. Ord 

Lorton, Lewis, Cranfield, Bedfordshire, Farmer. 

Mackillop, Alexander, sot John Henry Cryer, Liverpool, 
Ord Oct 22 


Bedford. Pet Oct 23. Ord 
Coal Merchants. 


, Brynmawr, Brecon. Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Oct 19. Ord Oct 22 
Page, John. Surbiton, Upholsterer. Kingston, Surrey. Pet Oct 17. 


Ord Oct 22 


Henry, Hexham, Northumberland, Wine Merchant. New- 
Ph ee pean Nolton, (TR Wm 3 al Farmer. Pembroke Dock. Pet Sept 


Philpott, , Exeter, Organ Builder. Exeter. Pet Oct 8. Ord Oct 23 
Ravenscroft, a Charles, Brockley, Kent, Nurseryman. Greenwich. Pet 


74, Newboro st, Scarborough verpoo Pet Sept 30 
, James, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer. Nov 5 at 2.30. Official Receiver, | Morgan, Richard. 
Pink lane, Newcastl e 
Morgan, i ere, Brecknockshire, Grocer. Nov 3 at 12. Official | Pattinson, Robert >: 
Receiver, tt Pet Oct 8. Ord 
Morri astings, Grocer. Nov 3at2. Townhall chbrs, Hastings cattle On TTT Welter 


Northampton. 
Pet Sept 


Birmingham. Pet Sept 9. Ord 


ool. Pet Oct 8. Ord Oct 22 
et July2. Ord Oct 22 
Pet Oct 22. Ord Oct 22 


h Court. 
eeds. 


omas, Plymouth, Tool Merchant. East Stonehouse. Pet 
Wolfe, George Henry, Shirland rd, Paddington, Coachbuilder. High Court. 





Nov 6 at 11. 28s. ; 


83, Carey st, 
Nov 5 at 


Nov 5 at 3. Official Re- 


Pet July 8. Ord 


The Subscription to the Soxicrtors’ JournaL is—‘'own, 268. ; Country, 

with the Wrexty Reporter, 528. 
Double Numbers and Postage. 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to t ¢ 


Payment in advance includes 
Subscribers can have their Volumes 














me <T Senay, Mente, or Rochdale, Lancashire, out of business. Oldham. Publisher. 
| 
Bray, Hi Malthus, Ashburton, Devon, Solici dalmi ‘ie = “ 
my, # iz EO ’ tor. Guildford and Go ing. CONTENTS. 
Bush. Jo S Pesteatah, Nottingham, out of business. Nottingham. Pet Oct 19. ew 
Ord Oct 22 CURRENT TOPICS .---<- .ccccccccccoce 1; Bankruptcy Cas 
Harry, Kettering, Baker. Northampton. Pet Oct 24. Ord Oct 24 PROFESSIONAL PRIVILEGE .. 2 Ex parte Dyer, in: re re Taylor .. 6 
—" omas, Darlaston, Staffordshire, Nut Manufacturer. Walsall. Pet Oct | Errect oF DIscRETION TO TRUSTEES CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS : — 
Ord Oct 23 TO RETAIN INVESTMENTS HELD BY Humphreys v. Jones .....+6+.+0« 6 
Cotta, _Bessuel, Harrogate, Yorks, Police Clerk. York. Pet Oct 21. Ord 3 Bursill v. Tanner .. 7 
7 Gibbs v. Tredwell . 7 
oncisen, John, Gipsy hill, Upper Norwood, Grocer. High Court. Pet Sept 22. 4|County CouRTs .. vi 
pon Sid. Lis Cardig r ws 5 plage Law SocreTIEes 8 
peeeten, ardiganshire, Farm bourer. Aberystwith. GAL APPOINTME ~ 
Pet 23. “ond Oct ” w STUDENTS’ JOURNAL ...-- etoes 8 
Davies, James atone: Cardiff, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet Oct14. Ord Oct 2 Cowell v. Taylor .......---- «s+. 5 | CoURT PaPERS ... ° ereceee 8 
re Job, Dowlais, Glamorganshire, Watchmaker. Merthyr Tydfil. pet Oct HIGH COURT oF JUSTICE :— COMPANIES .-cse-seeee oe isedsas weeks 15 
Ord Oct 23 Le May v. Welch........++.--++« 6 | CREDITORS’ CLAIMS ......«-.. eoccee 15 
_— Isaac Thomas, Bristol, Innk Bristol. Pet Oct 3. Ord Oct 23 Levy v. Sewell ...-+..sssee--+00. 6 | LONDON GAZETTES, &C., Oe versens -- 16 
Enderby, Clark, Lincoln, out of b ess, Boston. Pet Sept 26. Ord Oct 24 Fox v. Smerdon ......- cawesad ~ | 

















SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Anrti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat ex 
The Faculty pronounce it “ oe most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for “oy Te or 
Sones. and invaluable for Tovalide and Children. 
Bee commended by the entire Medical Press. 
hout sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suite 
elt ea palsies keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
pay the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
Zo. &c., and 18 REALITY CuEaPER than such 





















































Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
wo a breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatima a La Vaniiiz is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 

richer a: is prohibited, 
In tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


wd 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Pr p a 
H. Scuwzirzzn 4 Co.,J0 4 dam-st., Strand, London, W 
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OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, Boliel- 

tors, &4c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO 
cay, and 126, Strand, Second-hand Bookesiles 

a $9 PURCHASE LIBRARIES or smaller 

of Books, in town or rte , and to give 

Po utmost value in hae, ha bgt og 
without trou vi 

oy expense ors. 












































EDE AND SON, 
ROBE SBS MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her ee the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
‘al Bench h, Corporation of pba Re &c. 


BOBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTER?. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
’ and Clerks of the Peace. 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


?4. CHANCERY LANE, LONDOV. 


b agg ype LANE SAFE DE- 
61 and 62, Chancery-lane, W.C. 

This Stronghold was formall Opened for Business 
by the Lord agor on the 7th May, and the Public 
are now invited (on presentation of card) to 
any of the Safes soa Rooms which may remain 
unoccu: » when the Manager will furnish full 


parti of rents, c’ &e. 
The Renters rp yt ~~) use of convenient 
Writing and Waiting Rooms free of charge. 




















HE NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 
Capital £2,000,000, jally subscribed by more than 800 
shareholders. £200,000 oy up. 
The Company’ 8 loans are limited to first-class free- 
hold mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited to 
the uncalled capital. 


(SE Wittram T. PowER, 


ira, | THOS. “RussetL, Esq., 


Esq 
Agreur M. Mrronison,|Sir Epwarp W. Srar- 
Esq. FORD, K.C.M.G. 
Chairman of Colonial Board— 
Tho Hon. Oy FREDE. WHITAKER, K.C.M.G., M.L.C. 
te Premier of New Zealand. 
nusdtene issuing gg ay + “Debentures 
bearing interest at 4 per t. for three years, and 
44 per Scent. for five years and upwards. Interest 


~year 
y - HISON, in rr. 
Leadenhall-buildings, Deedaneae Fonion E.O, 


NTEMPERANCE.—Tower House Retreat, 
p tae -Sea, Kent, licensed under the 
1879.—The only Sa in the 

Gitea Kingdom pk has been specially 
and built for the purpose. For the Recspuice, and 
Treatment of and Gentlem who can be 

a under the Act or privately. — He 

d further odavess J. ( 


particulars BROWN, 
rodens ¢ Fan HT FB Se and D. RB.) 
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The LAW of ELECTIONS. 
Just published, demy 8vo, price 25s. 


HE LAW RELATING to PARLIA- 
MENTARY and MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS 
and PETITIONS ; with A poamere containing por- 
tions of former Acts, and all the later Statutes, 
including the Corrupt Practices Prevention Acts, 
1854—1888; the Municipal Elections (Corrupt and 
Illegal Practices), Act, 1884; and the Acts of 1885. 
Also Gen ules and Forms. ay, the late 
JOuN CUNNINGHAM, Esq. Third Edition. By 
TYRRELL GILES, Esq., M.A., of the Inner 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 


The LAW of a 
Just published, royal 8vo, p: 

TREATISE on TORTS, Gea y a Legal 

Remedies for their Redress. By mig nate Saf 
HASTINGS, B.A. Oxon, and of the Inner Templ 
Barrister-at-Law, J ates Editor of Macqueen on * ~ 
Law of Husband and Wife.” 
London: H. SwEET & Sons, 3, Chancery-lane, Law 

Publishers. 








The STATUTES of og ee Nis serial for 
Ry 188 
ceicion ben 

HE TANNUAL: CONTIN PO ATIONS of 
CHITTY’S STATUTES from 1881 to 1885; with 
a General Index to the five years. By J. M. LELY, 

Esq. a 
London : H. Sweet & Sons, 3, Chancery-lane; 
and STEVENS & Sons, 119, Chancery-lane, Law 

Publishers. 





ANNUAL CONTINUATION of CHITTY’S 
STATUTES. 
Just published, royal 8vo, price 12s, 6d. 
HE STATUTES of PRACTICAL 
UTILITY in the CIVIL and CRIMINAL 
ADMINISTRATION of JUSTICE, Passed 48 & 49 
Victoria (1885); Alphabeticall rranged, with 
— thereon, and a copious In ex. By J.M.LELY, 
., Barrister-at-Law, Editor of “ Hodges on 
Tokers ” « Woodfall’s Landlord and Tenant,” &c. 
Vol.I. Part V. (For advertisement of the complete 
volume see above.) 
London: H. SwEEt & Sons, 3, Chancery-lane; 
and STevevs & Sons, 119, Chancery-lane, Law 
Publishers. 





Just published, Eighth on, royal 8vo,price £2 2s., 
cloth. 


EWIN’S (THOS.) LAW of TRUSTS.—A 
Practical Treatise on the Law of Trusts. 
Eighth Edition. By F. A. LEWIN, late Fellow of 
= College, Cambridge, of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister- 
at-Law. 


London: W. MAXWELL & ween 8, nietannetl 


‘THE TRUTH 
BOARD, 


LONDON SscCHOOI, 


BY 
ONE WHO HAS EXAMINED 


THE 
CHARGES as.to EXTRAVAGANCE, &c., 


AND WHO IS NEITHER A 
MEMBER OF THE BOARD NOR A CANDIDATE. 


“The charges of extravagance when looked into 
will not bear the light. . . Gross exaggeration is 
at present being palmed off on the public in the 
hope of frightening the ratepayers into getting rid of 
their old representatives, and putting those in who 
hate the Education Act of 1870.”—The Presbyterian. 

“The Board is doing three times the amount of 
work, and doing it more Rpme pm d than before—and 
the rise from 3d. to 9d. is really unavoidable. There 
have been occasional mistakes, but perfect wisdom 
and truest eens wos have saved only a fraction 
of the rate.”"—The Freeman. 

“ Mr. Lobb rouses alarms b 
of gross extravagances which either exist only wm 
modes of statement or are of infinitesimal dimensions 
when compared with the real questions at —~ 

. Weare persuaded that no substantial case of 
real ex xtravagance is yet proved against the School 
Board.’””—The Nonconformist. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 27, Chancery-lane. 
Price One Penny, or 9d. per dozen. 


cock-and-bull stories 





AW BOOKS. —To the ais Profession. 
: —WILDY & poem, E paw Booksellers and Ex- 
porters, Lincoln’s-inn Arch rey, London, W.0.. 5 ae 


RARIES (large 0: 
) in_ Town or +o . Valuations made tor 
Probate. Pesto & Licensed Valuers). 

A Large tock of Seow and Second-hand Text- 
Botke yi tdng Statutes. &c., always on ‘ale 
Catalogues. gratis. 

ESTABLISHED 1830. 
Registered Address for Telegrams—“ WILD s,” 
London. 





Shares.— Valuable and improving 
imown and substan =p % of £100 each 
bstantial office, paying a 


MN ese BEADEL & OO.-are instructed 
to SBLL by AUCTION, at the MART, Token 


London, E.C., on DAY, the 12th 

NOVEME R, 1885, at ONE o'clock isely, in 

several Lots, the above valuable SHARES, to 

mensbers of the legal profession sound and desirable 
investments. 


Particulars, bey 4 conditions of sale, may be obtained 
of Messrs. Leach Solicitors, 10, Lancaster- 
aay a Strand; at 3. Mart; and ot “Messrs. Beadel & 
97, Gresham-street, London, E 





KING’S CROSS—YORK ROAD. 
By Order of Executors.—Valuable lo 
Ground-rents of £157 per annum net, y-secured 
on 31 Shops and Houses, all let; rack-rentals about 
pa nd nk — um ; Be pe to the’ Tome + — and 
ons, and of great prospective rove- 
ment by the Regent Canal’s Railway yo oon 
hey ag ey RMAN, ava 8, & CO. 
by AUCTION, t the MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on TUESDA AY, NOV. 10, at 
TWO precisely, in Six’ Lots, the valuable LEASE- 
Ri D-RENTS, arising from 31 Dwelling- 
ps, Nos. 27 to 52, Sydney-street, and 
Nos. 96 to 104 (even numbers), York-road ; held for a 
term of 56 years unexpired rom Christmas, 1885, at 
£36 per annum, and leased for a like term, less seven 
em at £193 per annum. 
articulars and conditions may be had of Messrs. 
Beaumont & Son, Solicitors, 23, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
W.C. ; at the Auction Mart ; and of the Auctioneers, 
37, Walbrook, E.C, 


Leasehold 





Valuable Old Policies of Assurance. 


ESSRS. EDWIN FOX . BOUSFIELD 

s will SELL, at the MART, o 
NEXT, NOVEMBER 4th, at TWO. o’clock, in Lots, 
TWO valuable os POLICIES of ASSURANCE | 
£1,000 and £3. bonus additions aiready de- 
clared abn Pye to & to £2,312, effected in the 
Legal and General ce Company alk bee 
life of a lady now in the 79th year yeas of her 
premiums £36 and £108 age almteied 

Particulars of Messrs. Mason & 5 Fhe Solicitors, 
65, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C.; at the Mart; and of 
Messrs. Edwin Fox & 'Bousfiela, 99, Gresham- street, 





M ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 

to announce that their Sales by Auction of 
zinta, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
- So, oe are — on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 

The tention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
aie -_ disposal of Property of deceased and other 
clien 


fa congegnense of the frequency of their sales 
D. are enabled to include large or smaii 
pam at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses. 

Valuations for Probate or Transfer. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction = ae (established 
1793), 38 and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

Messrs. Johnson & ond to notify A 2 
their Auction Sales o: Wee x Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household ont Office Furniture, ts, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of "the week 
Saturday excepted). 





O SOLICITORS and Others. — 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 
Let at Lonsdale Cham’ No. 27, y hye 
foppeaite the New Law Courts). Also large, well- 
ed Rooms for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c.-- 
Apply to Messrs. Launpy & Co.. Chartered Account- 
ants, on the premises. 





INTEMPERANCE. 


COLMAN HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 


HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 


Licensed under the Act of 1879, for Ladies only. 


For Terms and al] Particulars apply to the Proprie- 
tors, Townsend House, Halesowen. 





Total net annual Income exceeds 
Carer Orrices: 19 anp 20, Cornnnitt, Lonpoy, E.C 





REVERSIONS. 


AW REVERSIONARY 
SOCIETY (Limited). 


24, LINCOLN’S INN INN FIELDS, W.C. 
CHrarsman—Edward es Bevir, Heer becite , G0. 
Dervury-Caarrman—The Rt. Hi » MP, 


Reversions and Life erie mer Immediate 
and Deferred Annuities —_— in exchange for Rever- 
sionary and yey age nterests. 

Loans may also be obtained on the security of Rever- 
sions, 


Annuities, Immediate, Defe and Con! and 
also Endowments ted on fa 1-4 em. 
, and all further 


uses and Forms of 
Cc. B. CLABON, Secretary. 


INTEREST 


Prospect 
information, may be had at the 





Lé% LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
Fleet-street, London. Instituted 


Assets on 3ist December, 1884 
Income for the year 1884 in 
— paid in claims to “Bist Decem- 


884 . 
Reversionary Bonus allotted | = the five 
years ending 3ist December, 1 690,946 
Reversionary ah hitherto. ‘allotted 6,889,937 
The expenses of ent, including commis- 
sion, are under 4} per ceat. of the income. 
The limits of free travel and residence have been 
noey extended, and rates of extra premium re- 
WU 
Loans granted on security of policies, life ye Satara, 
reversions, and on other approved securiti 
Life interests and reversions ar oe soehaped. 
Claims paid immediately on proof of death ang title. 
Commission allowed to -solicitors and others on 
assurances effected Soca their introduction. 
ee and form of proposal sent on application 
to the Act 


454,633 


14,208,926 





ORTHEEN . ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
ed 1836. 
Lowpor: 1, Moraga, F.C Aszgpzrr: 3, 
INCOME & FUNDS (1884) :— 


Fire Premiums .. ooo oo eee £573,000 
os Premiums ... eee oe 184,000 
coe ooo 128,000 

pom ats ee ek oe 993,000 





LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 


EsTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 

The only Law Insurance Office in the United 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance 
ness 

Chief Office— 
126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


The Funds — bends and Capital Subscribed amount to 
wards of £1,800,000 sterling. 


EN. - AMES Gunaee, -, Barrister-at-Law, 
Middle ple. 


om 
usi- 


uty-Chairman—CHARLES + . (Lee 
“"y Posbertonah Solicitor, 44, PmcaEnto%, Baa. (Ls 
The Directors invite attention to the New Form of 
Life Policy, which is free ee all conditions. 


Policies of Insurance gran’ fe the contin- 
gency of Issue at ved oy — rates 


The Company ADVANCES Money on Mo: of 

Life Interests and Reversions, whether fortgage or 
0 

‘ eee, also purchases Reversions. 


Prospectases, copies of the Directors’ rt and 
Ann Balance Sheet, and every information, sent 
post-free on application to 

FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


105,000 ACCIDENTS 


FOR WHICH 
TWO MILLIONS 
HAVE BEEN PAID AS 


COMPENSATION 
BY 


THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
64, CORNHILL. 


ACCIDENTS OF ALL KINDS. 


Paid-up and Invested Funds, ¢ sana. 
Income, 
CuarnMAN:—HARVIE M. Esa. 
Apply to the Clerks at the Railway Stations, the 
Agents, or 
West-end Office :—8, GRanpD Horst BUILDINGS, 
CHARING ; 
Or at the 
Head Office :—64, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 
WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary. 
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ESTABLISHED 1869. 


THE ACADEMY, 
A GHeekly Review of Aiterature, Saience, and Ari. 


PRICE THREEPENCE: FREE- BY POST THREEPENCE-HALFPENNY. 


ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION, 18s; BY POST, 15s. 2b. 
PAYABLE IN ADVANCE. 





PUBLISHED EVERY FRIDAY IN TIME FOR THAT DAY’S POST: 


CONTAINING EVERY WEEK 

SicgNED Reviews of important new books, English and Foreign, in Belles-Lettres, Travel, History, Biography 
Philosophy, Natural Science, Philology, the Fine Arts, and Archeology. PERIODICAL News-LetrTers from Oxford, 
Cambridge, Paris, Rome, Florence, Berlin, and other Centres of Learning and Literary Activity. 

Obituaries of Distinguished Men. Transactions of Learned Societies. Correspondence. 

Notes and News, Literary, Geographical, Scientific, and Artistic. Jottings respecting rare Books, Sales, and 
Curiosities. Publishers’ Announcements, &c. 

Notices of Exhibitions in London and the Provinces, and of important Novelties in Music and the Drama, 
ORIGINAL ARTICLES on Current Topics of Literary Interest. 

THE ACADEMY has always maintained the principle of Signed Articles as affording the best guarantee of fairness and 
competence. In the list of rts Contributors will be found the recognized Authorities in their several departments of Knowledge, 
The half-yearly Volumes are of permanent value for purposes of Reference, especially to those interested in the English Classics, 
in History, Philology, and Oriental Studies, 


A New Volume commenced on July 4, 1885. 


PUBLISHING OFFICE: 
27; CBD ANCHRY LANE, W.-C. 


To be had at all Railway Stations, and of all Newsvendors in Town and Country. 


A SPHCIMEN NUMBER 
Sent to any part of the United Kingdom on receipt of Threepence-Halfpenny in postage stamps. 


SCALE OF CHANGES FOR ADVERTISING IN “THE ACADEMY.” 
Five Lines of Small Type - - - 0 2 6 | A Column - - - - - 
Every additional Line - - - 0 O 6 | A Page (equivalent to Three Columus) 
Half a Column - - - - - 110 0 


SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR A SERIES. 


Advertisements should be sent to the Publisher, H. Villers at the Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C., on or before the 
Wednesday previous to the Saturday on which they are intended to appear. 


*.* “THE ACADEMY ” is a desirable medium for all Advertisements addressed to the edweated classes. 
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